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Foreword
In 1996, NIOSH created the National Occupational Research Agenda to advance occupational safety and 
health research for the nation. This agenda encompassed 21 priority research areas, including Special 
Populations at Risk.  This priority area was created in recognition of the fact that the nation’s increasingly 
diverse workforce contains many women, older workers, and racial and ethnic minorities. Disparities in the 
burden of disease, disability, and death are experienced by these groups, due in part to their disproportionate 
employment in high hazard industries and to certain social, cultural and political factors.
In order to advance the national research agenda, NIOSH partnered with the National Institutes of 
Health to fund pioneering new research to better characterize the role of environmental and occupational 
exposures in the development of health disparities for these populations.  
The NIOSH grantee under this research initiative was the University of Massachusetts Lowell. Some of 
the important risk factors explored as part of this research were the role of workplace discrimination, 
harassment and work-family issues in the occurrence of occupational injuries and illnesses. While there 
is an increasing body of scientific evidence demonstrating the contribution of psychosocial stressors 
such as discrimination on health, these researchers found that the body of prior occupational safety and 
health research exploring them was limited.  Occupational health studies that examine these factors will 
contribute to a better understanding of their role in causing or exacerbating health problems.
However, in the past, the limited availability and lack of awareness of appropriate methods of measurement 
of these potential workplace stressors has been a barrier.  This document was developed by the investigators 
from the University of Massachusetts Lowell at the request of the Special Populations at Risk Team to 
fill that gap by disseminating to the broader occupational safety and health community a concise and 
accessible compendium of measures used by health researchers to assess the following domains:
	racism and racial/ethnic prejudice
	sexism and sexual harassment
	gender and racial discrimination
	work-family integration and balance
	support for diversity in the workplace/workforce
The issues, terms, and concepts addressed in the peer-reviewed studies that are cited and summarized 
in this document have profound emotional impact for people, individually and collectively.  The nature 
of the document is such that the authors have to use sensitive terms and concepts frankly, so that the 
measures are meaningful and the document can fulfill its purpose as a research tool. While there is need 
for expanded research into the potential role of these stressors in the occurrence of occupational injuries 
and illnesses, many of the scales included in this compendium may be incomplete or inadequately tested 
in diverse work environments. It is NIOSH’s hope that making these existing measures available will 
assist occupational safety and health researchers in the design of studies that further contribute to our 
understanding of their role and encourage further development of improved methods for occupational 
safety and health research to address this important gap. With improved understanding of the role of these 
stressors, occupational safety and health practitioners can also more successfully design and measure 
the impact of workplace intervention programs.
   John Howard, M.D.
   Director, National Institute for 
       Occupational Safety and Health 
   Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
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Expanding our undErstanding of thE psychosocial Work EnvironmEnt
Meg A. Bond and Laura Punnett
There is broad recognition that the psychosocial environment at work can affect physical and 
mental health as well as organizational outcomes such as work performance and effectiveness. 
There is a substantial literature linking “job strain” and cardiovascular disease (Karasek & 
Theorell, 1990; Schnall, 1994; Belkic, Landsbergis, Schnall & Baker, 2004). The economic 
costs of job strain and job stress in general are related to absenteeism, turnover, and lost 
productivity, and, although difficult to estimate, could be as high as several hundred billion 
dollars per year (Karasek & Theorell, 1990). Thus for social as well as economic reasons, 
research aimed at understanding the conditions of work that contribute to physical and mental 
health concerns is well worth an intensified focus.
The psychosocial domains studied by occupational health researchers typically include 
psychological job demands, job control (decision latitude), social support, and intrinsic and 
extrinsic rewards (e.g., Karasek & Theorell, 1990; Siegrist, 1996). These factors, reflecting the 
organization of the work process, are often used to define the “psychosocial work environment.” 
However, health and well-being are also affected by other features of the psychosocial work 
climate, such as unfair or inequitable treatment of employees, sexual harassment, and 
discrimination. Differential treatment, whether in terms of gender, age, race/ethnicity, sexual 
orientation, or disabilities, is increasingly recognized as a chronic stressor that can affect both 
psychological and physical health (Clark, Anderson, Clark, & Williams, 1999; Kessler, Mickelson, 
& Williams, 1999; Schulz, Israel, Williams, Parker, Becker, Becker, & James, 2000; Krieger, 
2003). Experiences of discrimination can operate either in a cumulative way or in combination 
with each other (Swim, Hyers, Cohen & Ferguson, 2001; Essed, 1991). Furthermore, they are 
inherently likely to be distributed differentially by socioeconomic position (Kessler, Mickelson, 
& Williams, 1999).
Although it appears that discrimination experienced by members of target social groups has 
detrimental consequences, conceptual approaches and strength of findings vary, methodological 
problems with the literature have been noted (Meyer, 2003; Piotrkowski, 1997; Williams, 
Neighbors, & Jackson, 2003), and the evidence regarding long-term health outcomes is limited 
to date. Direct links to “upstream” organizational practices (e.g., workplace policies, programs, 
climate) have rarely been made empirically. Relevant literature is explored in more detail 
below, to summarize both our knowledge to date and the gaps in the empirical research, as well 
as to motivate inclusion of these work environment features in future studies. One barrier to 
such research is the lack of awareness of appropriate measurement instruments (Meyer, 2003). 
Thus the primary purpose of the current project has been to identify measures of gender and 
race-related dynamics in the workplace and to make them more easily accessible. Following 
the brief introduction and literature summary, this document catalogues 46 measures of biases, 
discrimination, and harassment that may be useful to occupational health researchers who wish 
to explore these issues further.
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discrimination, harassmEnt, WorkplacE BiasEs, and hEalth
Race-Related Dynamics
Racism occurs on many levels, from the interpersonal to the institutional. It has been defined 
as “an ideology of superiority that categorizes and ranks various groups, negative attitudes and 
beliefs about outgroups, and differential treatment of outgroups by individuals and societal 
institutions” (Williams, Yu, Jackson & Anderson, 1997, p. 338). At work, it can manifest in 
stereotypes and pigeonholing attitudes and assumptions, blocked opportunities, and limited 
access to resources needed to do one’s work well. In addition, researchers are increasingly 
recognizing a more subtle form of racism, termed aersie racism (Dovidio & Gaertner 1996; 
Gaertner & Dovidio 1986), which involves underlying racially biased attitudes and behaviors 
of people who may not even be aware that their actions might be discriminatory. Aversive 
racism describes the scenario where people do not directly express more negative feelings about 
minorities or have lower expectations of any specific racial or ethnic group members; rather, 
they express fewer positive reactions to minorities and tend to favor majority group members 
(e.g., white men continue to receive more positive evaluations when all else is considered equal, 
Messick & Mackie 1989).
An increasing number of scholars are investigating the impact of racism, specifically in terms 
of its association with psychological well-being (Harrell, 1997; Klonoff, Landrine & Ullman, 
1999; Neighbors, Jackson, Broman, & Thompson, 1996; Utsey & Ponterotto, 1996) and 
physical health (Jackson, Brown, Williams, Torres, Sellers, & Brown, 1996; Krieger, 2003; 
Krieger & Sidney, 1996; Rowley, 1994; Williams et al., 1997). The experience of racism is 
often both cumulative (i.e., daily and repeated) and additive across a variety of settings, such as 
the workplace, academia, and public places (Essed, 1991). Because of this pervasiveness and 
continuity over time, racism has been recognized as a chronic stressor (Utsey & Ponterotto, 
1996; Green, 1995; Landrine & Klonoff, 1996). Increasingly scholars have identified racism as 
accounting directly for some of the differences in psychological and physical health between 
whites and people of color (Clark, et al., 1999; Landrine & Klonoff, 1996; Krieger, Rowley, 
Herman, Avery, & Phillips, 1993; Nazroo, 2003; Williams, et al., 1997; Utsey, Chae, Brown, 
& Kelly, 2002). For example, a thirteen-year panel study conducted by Jackson and colleagues 
(1996) demonstrated that experiences and perceptions of racial discrimination affected both 
the physical and mental health of African Americans. Krieger and Sidney (1996) showed that 
experiences of racial discrimination, as well as acceptance of unfair treatment as inevitable, 
were associated with higher levels of blood pressure in African American participants. However, 
much of this literature is cross-sectional, meaning that interpretation of the findings should 
proceed with the caveat that the directionality of the associations remains ambiguous.
The literature is still rather sparse on the specific health effects of racial discrimination in the 
work environment. Mays, Coleman, & Jackson (1996) examined the impact of perceived race-
based discrimination on labor force participation and job-related stress among African American 
women. They found that perceived racism in the labor market affected advancement, skill 
development, and interpersonal relationships with co-workers. Similarly, Hughes and Dodge 
(1997) found that both interpersonal and institutional racism at work, especially interpersonal 
prejudice, were significant predictors of job satisfaction.
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People of color are often relegated to jobs with less control, high stress, and low influence (Blau, 
Ferber & Winkler, 2002). In addition, the racial make-up of the workplace can play a role, and 
some studies have explored how employees’ racial background is associated with perceptions 
and experiences of the work climate. White employees often display a sort of blindness to racial 
dynamics and racist events, while people of color are more keenly aware of inequities and report 
higher levels of racial discrimination than whites (Watts & Carter, 1991; Weber & Higginbotham, 
1997). Thus, it is perhaps not surprising that racial bias has been more frequently reported by 
people of color employed in predominantly white work settings (Hughes & Dodge, 1997).
Gender Dynamics
Like racial dynamics, gender-related stereotypes, prejudice, and discrimination operate as 
distinct sources of occupational stress (Korabik, McDonald, & Rosin, 1993; Swanson, 2000). 
Interpersonal manifestations range from sexist and racist jokes, demeaning comments, and 
harassment to team dynamics of avoidance and exclusion as well as lower expectations about 
women’s competence and performance (Gutek, 2001; Swim et al., 2001; Pogrebin & Poole, 
1997). Women’s experience of sexist treatment – e.g., discrimination, negative sex stereotyping, 
isolation, and sexual objectification -- has been associated with mental heath concerns such as 
depression, anxiety, somatization and low self esteem (Klonoff, Landrine & Campbell, 2000; 
Landrine, Klonoff, Gibbs, Manning, & Lund, 1995; Swim et al., 2001) as well as with lower 
levels of physical health (including high blood pressure, ulcers, tension, and sleeplessness) 
(Nelson, Quick, & Hitt, 1989; Goldenhar, Swanson, Hurrell, Ruder & Deddens, 1998; Klonoff, 
Landrine & Campbell, 2000; Pavalko, 2003). Women who reported gender discrimination in their 
workplaces were found to have lower levels of job satisfaction and organizational commitment, 
as well as more negative relations with co-workers and supervisors, than those who did not 
experience gender discrimination (Murrell, Olson, & Hanson-Frieze, 1995). With regard to work 
outcomes, perceived sexism is associated with lower expectations and career aspirations and 
consequent choices for women (Evans & Herr, 1991). Furthermore, there is evidence that the 
negative impact of these gender-related stressors on health and well-being is above and beyond 
the effects of general job stressors such as overload (Swanson, 2000).
A related workplace stressor that affects the lives of many women employees is sexual 
harassment. The effects of sexual harassment in terms of work and health outcomes are similar 
to those of other forms of gender discrimination that occur in the workplace. Considerable 
research has found that sexual harassment is associated with negative psychological outcomes 
for women such as anxiety, depression, alienation, lower self-esteem, tension, and nervousness 
(Barling et al, 1996; Lenhart, 1996; Parker & Griffin, 2002), and negative somatic outcomes 
such as gastrointestinal disturbances, nausea, headaches, and insomnia (Gutek & Koss, 1993; 
Dansky & Kilpatrick, 1997; Goldenhar et al., 1998; Gutek & Done, 2001; Hesson-McInnis & 
Fitzgerald, 1997; Piotrkowski 1998). The experience of sexual harassment in the workplace 
has also been positively correlated with smoking and alcohol abuse (Richman, et al., 1999). In 
terms of work outcomes, sexual harassment was associated with loss of work motivation and 
higher levels of distraction that ultimately led to poor work performance, absenteeism, lateness, 
and turnover (Barling et al., 1996; Hanisch, 1996; Schneider, Swan, & Fitzgerald, 1997). 
Glomb and colleagues (1997) investigated the impact of indirect exposure to sexual harassment 
– i.e., being aware of negative treatment of women at work – and found that even harassment 
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directed at someone else was associated with lower job satisfaction and increased work and job 
withdrawal, as well as with symptoms of psychological distress and somatization.
Sexual harassment is problematic not only in its own right but also because it seems to coexist 
with (stem from and/or result in) other gendered manifestations of negative work climates 
(Bond, 2003; Shrier, 1996; Gutek & Koss, 1993; Bingham & Scherer, 1993). For example, 
sexual harassment is more likely to occur in work climates characterized by high levels of 
sexist stereotypes and attitudes, and “everyday sexism” increases concerns about future 
provocation (Fitzgerald & Omerod, 1993; Murrell, Olsen & Hanson-Frieze, 1995; Pogrebin 
& Poole, 1997; Swim et al, 2001). Sexual harassment has been found to be more common in 
“sexualized” work environments and contexts where sex between colleagues is tolerated or 
condoned (Bond, 1995; Gutek, 2001). Fitzgerald and associates found that perceptions of an 
organization’s responsiveness to employee concerns about harassment affected the frequency 
of sexual harassment (Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand & Magley, 1997; Hesson-McInnis 
& Fitzgerald, 1997).
Gendered patterns also show up in the considerable occupational segregation that occurs across 
occupations and within general occupational categories (Blau et al., 2002; Wooton, 1997). De 
facto occupational segregation is not necessarily related to overt gender or race discrimination in a 
given workplace. Nevertheless, it is of great interest as a potential predictor of health status because 
“men’s jobs” and “women’s jobs” often have qualitatively and quantitatively different occupational 
exposures, whether physical work load, psychosocial strain, or even chemical exposures (Hall, 
1992; Messing, 1995, 1997; Punnett & Herbert, 2000; Quinn, Woskie, & Rosenberg, 2000). 
Psychological job demands, decision latitude (“job control”), social support, and rewards affect 
both men and women, but they are unevenly distributed in the working population. For instance, 
jobs in which women predominate generally have lower decision latitude, on average, than men’s 
jobs (Josephson et al., 1999; Karasek & Theorell, 1990; Matthews, Hertzman, Ostry, & Power, 
1998; Nordander et al., 1999; Vermeulen & Mustard, 2000). There is evidence that the “job 
gender context” of work, conceptualized as the gender ratio of the workgroup and the gender 
traditionality of the work role, is related to the likelihood of experiencing sexual harassment, 
which, in turn, is subsequently associated with lower job satisfaction and psychological distress 
(Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand & Maglev, 1997). In light of these findings, an intriguing 
observation is the report of increased sick leave for all causes, by both men and women, in jobs 
with high gender segregation – with the most problematic outcomes being for females in male-
dominated groups (Alexanderson, Leijon, Akerlind, Rydh, & Bjurulk, 1994). It remains to be 
clarified whether gender segregation acts as a stressor per se, possibly as a source of psychosocial 
strain. Alternatively, it could be a determinant of, confounded by, or a proxy for gender differences 
in physical working conditions or other exposures, including harassment and discrimination.
Work-Life Integration and Health
Over the last couple of decades, there has been a dramatic increase in the labor force participation 
of married women with young children (Cohen & Bianchi, 1999; Hayghe & Bianchi, 1994) 
and in the percentage of married couples that are dual-earner families (Blau et al, 2002). The 
changing nature of the workforce has meant that an increasing portion of the workforce is 
facing the burden of combining work and family responsibilities, and many feel the stress. 
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Research has indicated that about 40% of employed parents experience some level of conflict 
between their job demands and the demands of family life (Galinsky, Bond & Friedman, 1993). 
Although women in heterosexual marriages still take on the majority of the family-related 
responsibilities even when both spouses work (Blau, 1998), men’s average weekly hours 
of housework have increased over the last 25 years (Blau, 1998; Bianchi, Milkie, Sayer & 
Robinson, 2000), and findings generally indicate that both mothers and fathers are affected 
by work-family conflict (Barnett & Brennan, 1995). For instance, Burden and Googins (1987) 
found that 36% of the fathers and 37% of the mothers in dual-wage families reported “a lot of 
stress” in balancing work and family responsibilities. Additionally, as more and more people’s 
work schedules diverge from the traditional one of five 8-hour shifts per week, issues such as 
involuntary overtime and the spillover of work demands into unpaid, supposedly leisure time 
are intensifying conflict between work and family or personal life. Nevertheless, since women 
continue to have primary responsibility for childcare arrangements in many families, irregular 
schedules and involuntary overtime would be likely to cause particular problems for women 
workers (Büssing, 1996).
Health outcomes of work-family conflict can be physical, such as fatigue, sleep deprivation, or 
increased susceptibility to infections (Ironson, 1992; Frone, Russell & Barnes, 1996; Frone & 
Russell, 1995; Frone & Russell, 1997; Goldsmith, 1989), or psychological, such as burnout, 
stress, and frustration (Wethington & Kessler, 1989; Warp, 1990; Repetti, Matthews & Waldron, 
1989; Klitzman, House, Izrael, & Mero, 1990; Barnett, Marshall, Raudenbush & Brennan, 
1993; Dekker & Schaufeli, 1995). Researchers now distinguish between work-to-family conflict 
(WFC when work demands interfere with or take a toll on the family) and family-to-work 
conflict (FWC when family demands interfere with work) and have paid particular attention 
to the impact of work-to-family interference (e.g., Frone et al., 1992; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; 
Netemeyer et al., 1996; Thomas & Ganster, 1995). Allen, Herst, Bruck, and Sutton (2000) 
provided a comprehensive review of the consequences associated with work interference with 
family; they categorized potential outcomes as work-related, non-work-related, and stress-
related. In terms of work-related outcomes, most studies find that job satisfaction goes down 
as WFC goes up (see also review by Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). Intention to turn over was the 
work-related issue most clearly related to WFC. Relationships have also been reported between 
WFC and job burnout, work alienation, job tension, and organizational commitment. In terms 
of non-work-related outcomes, life satisfaction, marital adjustment and satisfaction, and family 
satisfaction all appear to be negatively affected by work interference with family. WFC was 
also related to a variety of stress-related outcomes such as general mental health, feeling of 
self-worth, depression, anxiety and irritability, and life strain. Physical problems associated 
with WFC include poor appetite, elevated blood pressure, fatigue, nervous tension, and several 
overall measures of physical health and energy.
Sexual Orientation
Discrimination and harassment based on sexual orientation, although not directly connected 
to gender, are related to beliefs about gender roles in society. As part of a larger, multi-site, 
longitudinal health study, Krieger and Sidney (1997) found that among those participants who 
indicated that they had had sex with a same-sex partner, 33% of the black women, 39% of 
the black men, 55% of the white women, and 56% of the white men reported experiencing 
discrimination based on sexual orientation. They found some health-related consequences 
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correlated with this discrimination; however, it was difficult to isolate the effects of sexual 
orientation-related discrimination since the vast majority of black participants had also 
experienced racial discrimination and over 80% of the women had also experienced gender 
discrimination. Research on specifically physical health effects of discrimination based 
on sexual orientation are somewhat mixed and seem to vary by race and educational status 
(Huebner, 2002; Krieger & Sidney, 1997); some severe mental health effects have been highly 
related to experiences of discrimination. Huebner (2002) found that, in a racially diverse sample 
of 361 gay men, perceived discrimination was associated with depressive symptoms, including 
suicidal ideation. In a sample of gay and bisexual Latino men, Diaz, Ayala, & Bein (2001) 
found that discrimination was a strong predictor of psychological symptoms such as suicidal 
ideation, anxiety, and depression. More specific to the workplace, Waldo (1999) found that 
people who were “out” at work experienced more discrimination based on sexual orientation 
and experienced more physical symptoms. Interestingly, he also found that those who chose to 
hide their sexual orientation experienced what he called “indirect discriminatory events” (e.g., 
feeling that it is necessary to “act straight”) and that experiencing this indirect discrimination 
was also associated with more symptoms.
Interacting Influences
While this document focuses primarily on issues of race and gender (and to some extent on 
sexual orientation and work-family issues), it is critical to recognize that these factors interact 
with one another and are also connected to other dimensions of diversity such as social class 
and disability. For example, women of color experience the negative effects of both gender- and 
race-related discrimination in the workplace (Evans & Herr, 1991; Piotrkowski 1998; Xu & 
Leffler, 1996). Moradi’s (2002) study of African American women points to substantial overlap 
in the impacts of racist and sexist treatment on mental health, and her work supports the notion 
that these dimensions of discrimination are intertwined and not merely additive.
It is particularly important to acknowledge how race and gender dynamics can overlay social 
class (Krieger, 2003; Nazroo, 2003). A growing social epidemiology literature addresses the 
inverse relationship between socioeconomic position and health. The study of social disparities 
in health calls for the development and application of theoretical frameworks that can support 
data collection and analysis of the impact of social organization upon population health (Krieger, 
1995, 1999; Levins & Lopez 1999).
While there is substantial agreement on the strength and direction of the relationship between 
socioeconomic position and health outcomes, explanations for this relationship enjoy much 
less unanimity of opinion. Marmot (1999), for one, has argued for the central role of low 
control over one’s life circumstances, especially in the workplace. Paid employment is a major 
structural link between education and income: education is a major determinant of people’s 
jobs, which determine their salaries as well as at least some part of the economic assets they 
accumulate. Employment is also a likely important mediator of socioeconomic disparities 
in health, because working conditions vary markedly across socioeconomic level (Borg & 
Kristensen, 2000). Moreover, the workplace is a prime locus for the experience of social status 
and of discrimination.
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For example, women and people of color are not typically found in equal proportions across all 
levels of (job) status within an institution. Thus they may experience adverse situations at work 
that are actually more a function of their position within the hierarchy than directly a result of 
being female or minority. Traditional socioeconomic indices of occupation (Marmot 1989), 
education (Feldman, Makve, Kleinman, 1989) and household income (Duleep, 1986) have 
all been linked to general health outcomes, with lower-status individuals and families faring 
worse than those who are relatively advantaged. To the extent that racism and discrimination 
are also factors in hiring decisions, wage determination, and promotions, research showing 
the negative health effects of wage discrimination is also relevant here (Darity, 2003). These 
elements of social disadvantage rooted in race and gender issues are clearly relevant to health. 
These multiple dimensions undoubtedly interact; in some studies racial differences in physical 
and mental health are less pronounced when adjusted for income and education, although 
perceived racial discrimination is still a contributing factor to health status (Williams et al., 
1997; Kwate, Valdimarsdottir, Guevarra, & Bovbjerg, 2003).
mEasurEs dEscriBEd in this compEndium
In sum, past research across several disciplines has revealed that gender- and race-related 
factors such as values, biases, harassment, discrimination, and lack of support for work-family 
balance can affect physical and mental health. However, these features of the work environment 
have rarely been included simultaneously with the study of other workplace conditions. Thus, 
knowledge about correlations among them is still very limited, as is knowledge about potential 
confounding and interactions.
One barrier to increased inclusion of these dimensions in occupational health research is 
the limited availability and lack of awareness of appropriate measurement instruments 
(Meyer, 2003). Much of the research on discrimination has been conducted by 
investigators in the fields of psychology and sociology, yet lack of communication among 
disciplines means that occupational health researchers often have little knowledge of 
relevant instruments developed in other fields. The primary purpose of this document is 
to consolidate information about relevant survey instruments that assess workplace race 
and gender dynamics and to bring them to the attention of occupational health scientists. 
Another challenge to incorporating diversity issues into occupational health research is that 
differential treatment manifests itself at multiple levels, as discussed above. Measurement issues 
and approaches are clearly different for the varied manifestations of bias and discrimination 
(e.g., individual workers’ beliefs versus organizational practices), and thus a wide range of 
strategies is required to assess relevant dimensions. For example, since workplace conditions 
and practices are influenced by shared beliefs about who and what is valued by an organization, 
both workers’ attitudes and organizational values related to gender and race/ethnicity can be 
helpful for capturing relevant diversity dynamics. Additionally, systemic forms of bias (e.g., 
as evidenced by sexual and racial segregation, different job assignments, differential rates of 
promotion, and lower organizational responsiveness to complaints) are also important to assess 
(Browne, 1997; Lott, 1995; Weber & Higginbotham, 1997).
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This compendium includes measures at multiple levels. However, instruments that assess 
perceptions and personal descriptions of experiences from individual workers are far more 
common than more systemic indicators. In reviewing these measures, it is also apparent that 
samples used to assess psychometric strengths are often not diverse in terms of race, ethnicity, 
gender or sexual orientation, thus limiting our knowledge of their usefulness with exactly the 
populations we wish to reach. Thus while a major goal is to emphasize the availability of useful 
measures, it is also hoped that this collection will demonstrate a need for a wider range and 
variety of approaches and will stimulate the development of new instruments for assessing 
employer attitudes and workplace practices and policies.
The criteria for inclusion of measures in this compendium were 1) topical relevance, 2) at least 
some evidence of psychometric strengths, and 3) use in at least one published study.  Our search 
for candidate measures was done using a snowball approach following up on leads identified 
through studies on related topics and soliciting suggestions from researchers associated with 
relevant organizations.  We searched the formal social science research literature for articles 
about measures assessing the following domains: 1) racism and racial/ethnic prejudice, 2) 
sexism and sexual harassment, 3) gender and racial discrimination, 4) work-family integration 
and balance, and 5) support for diversity in the workplace/workforce.  We reexamined the 
studies included in our literature review and followed leads to the measures used.  We included 
some measures that we were aware of from our own past research on related topics.  In addition, 
we put out an open call for colleagues to nominate measures by posting the request on lists 
for the Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues and the Society for Community 
Research and Action.  We also consulted with the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s 
Measure of Racism Working Group to identify any gaps.
We were able to identify 46 measures in the literature that met our criteria. There were two 
additional dilemmas that shaped some of our choices about which measures to include. First, 
we found that a very common approach to measuring experiences of discrimination is to 
ask a straightforward question, essentially, “Did you experience discrimination or not?” In 
some cases, a single question is used; in others, a few variations are included (e.g., asking 
“experienced it ever?” then “experienced it in this job?” Participants may also be asked to 
indicate whether they have been discriminated against in each of several contexts). We have 
included a few such measures, primarily those that had undergone some psychometric analysis; 
however, we chose not to include all the variations we saw adapted by individual researchers. 
Second, many reasonable discrimination and harassment measures have not been developed 
or ever used in work settings. Some of these are very specific to other settings (most typically 
academic settings). We did not completely restrict our search or our entries to workplace-
specific measures, in part because this would have produced a very short list of instruments. On 
the contrary, we have included a number of scales that were developed and used in other types 
of settings but could be adapted for use in occupational health research.
Each entry includes a general description of the measure, sample items, and information about 
various psychometric strengths and limitations. We first summarized the information we were 
able to locate in the literature and then sent our draft entries to the scale’s authors, requesting 
their assistance in both checking the entry and providing additional information. We received 
comments back from about half of the authors. We have included the primary references for 
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each scale and, when available, information about how to obtain it. We have tried to include 
enough detail to help researchers make informed choices, even though we do not make explicit 
recommendations for use of one measure over another. Actual copies of measures are not 
included.
In collecting these measures, it became apparent that there are three main types: 1) 
ratings of attitudes or beliefs about race, gender, work-life, or sexual orientation (could 
be general or one’s own beliefs or observations) 2) assessments of one’s own experiences 
of bias, harassment, or discrimination (including frequency, severity, and stressfulness), 
and 3) ratings of the climate or general practices within an organization or group. In this 
compendium, each measure was assessed by validity and reliability, which are two important 
standards to consider in constructing and evaluation survey instruments.  We assessed three 
types of validity for each measure: content, construct, and concurrent validity.  The next 
page presents definitions of validity and reliability applied in this document.  Following the 
list of definitions is a section on “Summary of Measures” indicating  which of these three 
types of assessments are incorporated within each measure. We have also noted here which 
scales include items specifically designed for workplace studies.
11
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validity and rEliaBility: dEfinitions appliEd in this documEnt
Content Validity
	The extent to which the scale has appropriate coverage of the subject matter 
– i.e., does it adequately sample the universe of possible items?
	Includes actions taken to ensure adequate sampling of possible items for the 
desired content area.
	Face validity and subjective evaluation by expert judges about appropriateness.
	Common approaches include use of focus groups, interviews, or pilot surveys 
to gather items based on participants’ experiences.
Construct Validity
	The extent to which the scale is a good measure of the theoretical constructs 
that underlie it – i.e., does the scale measure what it says it measures?
	Does it have the relationship to other variables (including demographics) that 
theories would predict it to have?
	Underlying constructs are often assessed through factor analysis, principal 
components analysis, etc.
Concurrent Validity
	The relationship between the scale and an external criterion, ideally something 
that is already accepted as a gold standard for the same phenomenon. Sometimes 
also referred to as “criterion validity.”
	Most often expressed as the correlation between scale scores and scores on a 
similar already-validated measure of the same phenomenon.
Reliability
	Internal reliability is most commonly expressed as Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient and sometimes with split-sample reliability
	Test-retest reliability can be assessed using raw percentage of concordant 
replies or another statistical measure of agreement.
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General Diversity Measures, Diversity Climate, Multiple Isms
Source/Primary reference Diaz, R. M., Ayala, G., Bein, E., Henne, J., & Marin, B. (2001). ��e 
impact of �omop�obia, poverty, and racism on t�e mental �ealt� of gay 
and bisexual Latino men: Findings from 3 US cities. American Journal of 
Public Health, 91(6), 927-932.
Construct measured Experiences of �omop�obia and racism bot� as c�ildren and as adults
Brief description ��e Homop�obia scale included 11 items and t�e Racism scale 10 items. 
Bot� scales were rated on a 4-point never to many times scale.
Sample items Homop�obia:
	As you were growing up, �ow often did you feel t�at your 
�omosexuality �urt and embarrassed your family?
	As an adult, �ow often �ave you �ad to pretend t�at you are straig�t 
to be accepted?
Racism:
	How often �ave you been turned down for a job because of your 
race or et�nicity?
	 In sexual relationships, how often do you find that men pay more 
attention to your race or et�nicity t�an to w�o you are as a person?
Appropriate for whom    Non-majority, non-�eterosexual adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural Englis� and Spanis� versions available 
adaptations available
How developed Qualitative studies preceded t�e quantitative survey. Approximately 300 
gay and bisexual Latino men were interviewed, in a total of 26 focus 
group discussions, in t�ree cities. ��e focus group transcripts were used 
to develop the items for the quantitative survey. The items were refined 
t�roug� pilot testing.
Psychometric properties Study Sample
TiTle of measure HomopHobia and RaciSm ScaleS
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 912
Description
Latino, non-�eterosexual men entering social venues in t�e 
cities of New York (n = 309), Miami (n = 302), and Los 
Angeles (n = 301)
Age Mean 31.2
Education Some college or more 64.2%
HIV Status HIV-positive 21.8%
HIV-negative 67.3%
Do not know 10.9%
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TiTle of measure HomopHobia and RaciSm ScaleS
 Reliability
 Internal Consistency
 Cronbac�’s α coefficient for Homophobia and Racism scales.
Scale α = 
Homophobia .75
Racism .82
Comments ■	 Ot�er t�an face validity, t�ere is minimal information about 
concurrent or construct validity.
	Participants were patrons of Latino gay venues – findings may not 
apply to men w�o do not attend gay venues or to men w�o prefer 
to attend mainstream gay venues. 
	Participants were mostly immigrants; the findings may not apply to 
t�e experience of U.S.-born Latinos. 
	Survey data were solely based on self-reports. ��us self-report 
biases are possible, including t�e tendency to underreport 
stigmatized be�avior.
Bibliography (studies that Diaz, R. M., Ayala, G., & Bein, E. (2004). Sexual risk as an    
have used the measure) outcome of social oppression: Data from a probability sample of  
 Latino gay men in t�ree US cities. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic   
 Minority Psychology, 10(3), 255-267.
Zea, M. C., Reisen, C. A., Poppen, P. J., & Diaz, R. M. (2003). Asking 
and telling: Communication about HIV status among Latino HIV-
positive gay men. AIDS and Behavior, 7(2), 143-152.
Contact Information Rafael M. Diaz
Center for Community Researc�
San Francisco State University
3004 16t� St., Suite 301
San Francisco, CA 94103, USA
e-mail: rmdiaz@sfsu.edu
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Source/Primary reference Godfrey, S., Ric�man, C., & Wit�ers, �. (2000). Reliability and 
validity of a new scale to measure prejudice: ��e GRISMS. Current 
Psychology, 19(1), 8-13.
Construct measured Stereotypes, prejudice and discrimination towards various et�nic and 
religious groups, as well as sexist and �eterosexist attitudes
Brief description ��is revised scale includes 33 items. Response options include yes/no, 
standard Likert ratings, and rankings. It consists of four subscales:
1. Racism subscale (attitudes toward African Americans, Latinos/
Hispanics, Asian Americans, Native Americans, European 
Americans, as well as general racism)
2. Religion subscale (attitudes towards C�ristian, Jewis�, Moslem, 
agnostic/at�eist persons, as well as general religion questions)
3. Sexism subscale (attitudes toward males and females)
4. Heterosexism subscale (attitudes toward gay men and lesbians as 
well as general �eterosexism)
Sample items ■	 Native American men are more aggressive and brutal t�an ot�er men.
	C�ristians are intolerant of people wit� ot�er religious beliefs.
	Sexism was created by women as an excuse for t�eir lower level of 
success in t�e business world.
	Heterosexual men �ave a strong desire to dominate and take 
advantage of women.
	Homosexuals s�ould be permitted to teac� c�ildren in sc�ools.
Appropriate for whom    Adults 
(i.e. which population/s) 
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed An original GRISMS was developed wit� 90 items (1995, 
unpublis�ed). It �ad �ig� reliability and subscale concurrent validity in 
comparison wit� ot�er measures of racism, sexism, and �eterosexism 
(Pearson r’s ranged from .65 to .76). However, it was very long and 
time-consuming to complete. ��us t�e aut�ors worked to develop a 
50-item version, called t�e M-GRISMS. During t�e study described 
below, a new revised version (M-GRISMS-M) was developed by 
eliminating additional items to optimize t�e internal reliability of eac� 
subscale.
TiTle of measure modIfied GodfRey-RicHman iSm Scale (m-GRiSmS-m)
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TiTle of measure modified GodfRey-RicHman iSm Scale (m-GRiSmS-m)
Psychometric properties Study Sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 131
Description Introductory Psyc�ology Students
Age Range 18 to 23
Gender Female n = 71Male n = 60
Race/Ethnicity
European-American 93%
African American 5%
Asian or Native American 2%
Validity
Concurrent Validity
��e M-GRISMS was compared to t�e Modern and Old Fas�ioned 
Racism Scale (McCona�ay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981), t�e Attitudes 
�oward Women Scale (AWS, Spence, Helmric�, & Strapp, 1973), and 
t�e combined Heterosexual Attitudes �oward Homosexuality (HA�H 
Scale, Larsen, Reed & Hoffman, 1980) and Index of Homop�obia 
(IHP, Hudson & Ricketts, 1980) scales.
M-GRISMS 
Subscale
Modern Racism
r = 
AWS
r = 
HATH/
IHP
r = 
Racism .60 ***
Sexism .41 ***
Heterosexism .76***
***p < .001
M-GRISMS-M 
Subscale
Modern Racism AWS HATH/IHP
r = r = r = 
Racism Subscale .75***
Sexism Subscale .55 ***
Heterosexism 
Subscale .77***
***p < .001
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TiTle of measure modified GodfRey-RicHman iSm Scale (m-GRiSmS-m)
Reliability
Internal Consistency
Scale
M-GRISMS
α = 
M-GRISMS - M
α = 
Full Scale .77 .89
Racism Subscale .52 .64
Religion Subscale .17 .40
Sexism Subscale .44 .52
Heterosexism Subscale .72 .82
Test-retest Reliability
Scale
M-GRISMS
r = 
M-GRISMS-M
r = 
Full Scale .66 .89
Racism Subscale .58 .80
Religion Subscale .34 .75
Sexism Subscale .37 .77
Heterosexism Subscale .66 .81
Comments ■	 Alt�oug� t�e aut�ors �ave worked to s�orten t�eir scale, it remains 
long, requiring college students about 30 minutes to complete.
	It was developed and tested wit� college students, so its 
generalizability to working populations is unknown. However, on 
t�e surface, t�e items would seem transferable.
	It was also developed wit� a predominantly Euro-American 
sample, t�us usefulness wit� ot�er groups needs furt�er assessment.
	Internal reliability of t�e Religion Subscale is quite low and t�at of 
t�e racism and sexism subscales is somew�at marginal.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure)
Contact Information C�arles L. Ric�man
Department of Psyc�ology
Wake Forest University
P.O. Box 7778 Reynolds Station
Winston-Salem, NC 27109, USA
�el: (336) 758-6134
e-mail: ric�man@wfu.edu
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TiTle of measure 
Source/Primary reference Jeanquart-Barone, S., & Sekaran, U. (1996) Institutional racism: An 
empirical study. Journal of Social Psychology, 136(4), 477-482.
Construct measured Supervisor discrimination and perceived unfair treatment
Brief description ��e scale includes 8 items t�at describe ways discrimination may 
manifest. Items are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 = strongly 
disagree to 5 = strongly agree. ��e questions can be asked bot� as t�ey 
relate to race discrimination and as t�ey relate to gender discrimination.
Sample items I believe my RACE/GENDER has had an influence on:
	my performance evaluations (being judged more critically t�an 
ot�ers).
	t�e number of (increased) responsibilities assigned to me.
	t�e types of jobs given to me (e.g. �arder, dirtier work).
	t�e way I am treated in general.
Appropriate for whom Non-majority adult workers 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed ��e survey items were based on t�e seven ways t�at discrimination 
may manifest itself that have been identified by the Institute of Social 
Researc� (ISR).
Psychometric properties Study Sample
peRceiVed SupeRViSoRy diScRmination
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 173
Description Members of a national minority organization
Race/Ethnicity
Blacks n = 146
Others (Asian, Hispanic, 
American Indian) n = 30
Gender Female 40%Male 60%
Education College 30%Some College 45%
Occupation
Managers 9%
Clerical workers 26%
Others
(consultants, technicians, 
superintendents, nurses)
65%
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TiTle of measure peRceiVed SupeRViSoRy diScRimination
Validity
Concurrent Validity
��e results of a regression analysis indicate t�at perceived 
supervisory discrimination (intervening variable) �ad a 
significant path to institutional racism (dependent variable) 
as measured by Barbarin and Gilbert’s (1981) scale. ��e pat� 
coefficient was .404 (p < .000001). Hig�er levels of perceived 
supervisory discrimination were associated wit� respondents’ 
perceptions of �ig�er levels of institutional racism.
Reliability
Internal Consistency
Comments ■	 The instrument was specifically designed to assess the work 
environment.
	��e items can be altered for race or gender discrimination.
	��e researc� included only a small sample of African-
Americans. Only 12% responded to t�e survey, t�us t�e 
possibility of non-response bias cannot be ruled out.
	Survey data were based on self-reports, t�us self-report 
biases are possible.
Bibliography (studies that Jeanquart, S. (1991). Felt conflict of subordinates in vertical  
have used the measure) dyadic relationships when supervisors and subordinates vary in  
 gender or race. Doctoral Dissertation. Sout�ern Illinois University 
 at Carbondale.
Jeanquart-Barone, S. (1996). Examination of supervisory 
satisfaction in traditional and nontraditional gender-based 
reporting relations�ips. Sex Roles, 34(9/10), 717-728.
Contact Information Sandy Jeanquart Miles, SPHR
Professor, Management and Marketing Department 
College of Business and Public Affairs
Business Building Sout�, 413E
Murray State University 
Murray, KY 42071, USA
�el: (270) 762-3401
Fax: (270) 762-3740 
e-mail: sandy.miles@murraystate.edu
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TiTle of measure diVeRSity climate
Source/Primary reference Kossek, E. E., & Zonia, S. C. (1993). Assessing diversity climate: 
A field study of reactions to employer efforts to promote diversity. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 14, 61-81.
Construct measured Aspect of t�e work climate t�at are supportive of diversity
Brief description ��e scale includes 16 items and �as 5 subscales:
1. Value efforts to promote diversity (6 items)
 (5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree)
2. Attitudes toward qualifications of racioethnic minorities (2 items)
 (5 = muc� �ig�er, 1 = muc� lower)
3. Attitudes toward qualifications of women (2 items)
 (5 = muc� �ig�er, 1 = muc� lower)
4. Equality of department support of racioet�nic minorities (3 items)
 (3 = better c�ance, 2 = same c�ance, 1 = less c�ance)
5. Equality of department support of women (3 items)
 (3 = better c�ance, 2 = same c�ance, 1 = less c�ance)
Sample items Value efforts to promote diversity
	If organization X is to remain an excellent institution it must 
recruit more minority faculty.
Attitudes toward qualifications of racioethnic minorities
	The scholarly qualifications of minority faculty compared to non-
minority faculty in my sc�ool/department are ______.
Attitudes toward qualifications of women
	Researc� productivity of women faculty compared to men faculty 
in my sc�ool/department is ____________
Equality of department support of racioet�nic minorities
	Compared to non-minority faculty, minority faculty �ave _______
__ of �aving graduate students to assist t�em.
Equality of department support of women
	Compared to faculty men, faculty women �ave _____ of getting 
release from teac�ing.
Appropriate for whom   University administrators, faculty and ot�er staff (could be adapted for  
(i.e. which population/s) ot�er types of work settings)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
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TiTle of measure diVeRSity climate
How developed Items to assess “diversity climate” were developed by two w�ite 
female faculty members based on a review of t�e literature, w�ere 1) 
climate was conceived as the influence of work contexts on employee 
be�avior and attitudes, w�ic� are grounded in perceptions; and 2) it 
was assumed t�at people attac� meaning to or make sense of clusters 
of psyc�ologically related events.
��e survey was submitted for review to a group of senior administrators, 
w�o �ad requested t�e study. ��e administrators included w�ite, black, 
and Hispanic men and w�ite women of various academic ranks.
Psychometric properties Study Sample
The survey was mailed to all of the office addresses of white women 
and racioet�nic minorities, as well as a random sample of w�ite men 
wit� faculty and academic staff status and at least one year’s seniority 
(n = 1529). A total of 775 (51%) usable questionnaires were returned.
Population Group
To
ta
l 
Po
pu
la
tio
n
N
um
be
r 
Sa
m
pl
ed
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Racioethnic Minority Women 87 87 40  46
White Women 629 629 318  51
Racioethnic Minority Men 191 191 83  43
White Men 1,842 600 281  47
Identification Deleted by Respondent 53
Total 2,749 1,507 775  51
Validity
Construct Validity
Exploratory factor analyses were conducted on 20 items pertaining 
to diversity. Four distinct factors accounted for most of t�e variance 
(66%) among t�e items. An item was included in a scale if its factor 
loading exceeded 0.4 and t�e loading for t�at item was larger t�an t�e 
loading on any ot�er factor by 0.2. For conceptual reasons, t�e aut�ors 
divided a factor related to departmental support into two – one for 
support of women and one for support of racioet�nic minorities. ��e 
result was t�e 5 subscales outlined below.
In multivariate analysis of variance, all five factors were significantly 
associated wit� racioet�nicity and four wit� gender (all except 
attitudes toward qualifications of racioethnic minorities).
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Reliability
Internal Consistency
Subscale Cronbach’s
α
Value efforts to promote diversity .77
Attitudes toward qualifications of racioethnic 
minorities
.71
Attitudes toward qualifications of women .72
Equality of department support of racioethnic 
minorities
.74
Equality of department support of women .90
Comments ■	 Little empirical study �as been conducted on t�e issue of diversity 
climates, and t�is appears to be one of very few scales t�at 
tries to directly assess diversity climate for workers wit�in an 
organization.
	W�ile developed for employees wit�in an academic environment, 
t�e scale could be adapted for use in ot�er types of organizations.
Bibliography (studies that  
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Source/Primary reference Larkey, L. K. (1996). ��e development and validation of t�e 
Workforce Diversity Questionnaire: An instrument to assess 
interactions in diverse workgroups. Management Communication 
Quarterly, 9(3), 296-338.
Construct measured Interactions in diverse workgroups
Brief description ��e Workforce Diversity Questionnaire (WDQ) consists of 15 items 
in four subscales that reflect the dimensions of expected behavioral 
responses to perceived cultural diversity:
1. inclusion (4 items)
2. ideation (4 items)
3. understanding (3 items)
4. treatment (4 items)
Items appear to be agree-disagree statements but t�e scale is not stated 
explicitly.
Sample items Inclusion/Exclusion
	If someone w�o is not included in t�e mainstream tries to get 
information or makes a request, ot�ers stall or avoid �elping t�em 
out in subtle ways.
	It seems t�at t�e real reason people are denied promotions or raises 
is that they are seen as not fitting in.
Varied/Conforming Ideation
	W�en people from different backgrounds work toget�er in groups, 
some people feel slig�ted because t�eir ideas are not acknowledged.
	People are reluctant to get involved in a project t�at requires t�em 
to balance ideas from different gender and racial points of view.
Understanding/Misunderstanding
	W�en people w�o are culturally different or of different genders 
work toget�er in our group, t�ere is always some amount of 
miscommunication.
	Women and people of color are interpreted differently t�an w�ite 
males, even w�en t�ey say t�e same t�ing.
Positive/Negative �reatment
	Some people in our group are “talked down to” because t�ey are 
different.
	People’s different ways of talking or acting cause t�em to be treated 
as less competent or smart.
TiTle of measure WoRkfoRce diVeRSity QueStionnaiRe (WdQ)
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Appropriate for whom    Working adults (men and women of all et�nic groups, by design) 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Dimensions were derived from existing t�eoretical literature. Key 
statements within each dimension were identified through interviews 
with 15 employees of a high-tech manufacturing firm and 20 from a 
consumer products manufacturer/distributor. Of t�e 35 volunteers, 
18 were female; 18 were from managerial positions; 16 (46%) were 
Caucasian, 10 (29%) Hispanic, 7 (20%) African American, and 2 (6%) 
Asian American.
Questions were designed to generate bot� positive and negative 
experiences to gain insig�t into bot� poles of eac� t�eoretically 
proposed dimension. �wo people coded t�e interview descriptions 
of interactions into five theoretically derived dimensions and listed 
separately any ot�er comments. Inter-rater agreement was 64% in 
the first set of interviews and 84% in the second set. Six interaction 
dimensions (including “required work” to describe mundane 
requirements of the job) were finalized in four context categories. 
Interviews were repeated until no new statements were generated. In 
all, 56 items were written, comprising:
13 for inclusion/exclusion,
14 for convergence/divergence (later dropped),
11 for varied/conforming ideation,
7 for understanding/misunderstanding, and
11 for positive/negative evaluation (later termed “treatment”).
Based on t�e results of surveys distributed to a snowball sample 
of students, furt�er wording c�anges were made to a subset of 
items, primarily to reflect group observations rather than personal 
experiences. ��e resulting instrument was pilot-tested wit� employees 
of a �ig�-tec� consumer product manufacturer, a social service 
agency, and a �ospital (Pilot Study, see below); furt�er revised to 
resolve consistency and parallelism issues; and re-evaluated among 
undergraduate college students (Validation Study).
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TiTle of measure WoRkfoRce diVeRSity QueStionnaiRe (WdQ)
Psychometric properties Study SampleS
Participants Pilot Study Validation Study Participants
Sample Size n = 280 n = 182 Sample Size
Age Mean (range) 39 (20-70) 31 (15-62)
Gender Female/Male 45% / 55% 49% / 50%
Race/Ethnicity
Caucasian 57% 70%
Hispanic 23% 22%
African American 10% 2%
Native American 4% 0%
Asian American 0% 6%
Position Hourly wage 35%Salaried 62%
Validity
Construct Validity
Pilot Study: In factor analysis, t�e four scales retained were represented 
by items with strong factor loadings and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 
between .69 and .80.
Validation Study: ��e scales were correlated wit� eac� ot�er; �owever, 
confirmatory factor analysis on all items of the four factors showed that 
t�e items did not represent t�e same factor. ��e aut�ors also considered 
t�at t�e scales could be ordered by underlying “diversity climate” 
processes suc� as dominating attitudes, organizational culture patterns, 
or situational factors governing t�e perception of and reactions to t�ose 
w�o are different. In a structural equation model, eac� of t�e four WDQ 
factors was indeed found to be influenced by the underlying factor of 
diversity climate.
Concurrent Validity
Pilot Study: Inclusion, ideation, understanding, and treatment were 
significantly and positively correlated with 2 “outside” scales: job 
load (r = .26, .28, .26, and 29, respectively) and color-blindness (r = 
.35, .46, .44, and .46, respectively).
Validation Study: Of t�e four “outside” scales included in t�e instrument, 
t�e two scales expected to correlate were strongly associated (power 
was correlated negatively and co�esion positively wit� all of t�e scales), 
w�ereas t�e two scales predicted not to correlate (detail and values) 
showed only small, mostly nonsignificant correlations.
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Reliability
Internal reliability
Validation Study: Cronbach’s  α values remained high in this sample:
Subscale Cronbach’s α  
Inclusion .75
Ideation .75
Understanding .64
Treatment .74
Comments ■	 ��e scale is unique in t�at it deliberately attempts to assess t�e 
interactions among diverse organization members wit�out muc� 
reference to race, et�nicity, or culture in t�e p�rasing of t�e items.
	��e development of t�is instrument was c�aracterized by serious 
attention to psyc�ometric properties.
	��e aut�ors suggest complementing t�e use of t�e WDQ wit� 
open-ended questions about what specific differences affect group 
interactions.
Bibliography (studies that  
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Source/Primary reference Ponterotto, J. G., Burkard, A., Rieger, B. P. (1995). Development 
and initial validation of t�e Quick Discrimination Index (QDI). 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 55, 1016-1031.
Construct measured Attitudes toward racial diversity and women’s equality
Brief description ��e QDI includes 30 items in t�ree domains:
1. Attitudes about diversity
2. Personal attitudes about racial diversity
3. Gender-based attitudes
Items are rated on a 5-point scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 
strongly agree.
Sample items Attitudes about diversity:
	I am against affirmative action programs in business.
Personal attitudes about racial diversity:
	Most of my close friends are from my own racial group.
Gender-based attitudes:
	I t�ink it is more appropriate for t�e mot�er of a newborn baby, 
rat�er t�an t�e fat�er, to stay �ome wit� t�e baby (not work) during 
the first year.
Appropriate for whom    Late adolescent and general adult populations 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Items were generated from t�e literature on discrimination, prejudice, 
and “modern racism,” and from t�e development team’s experience. 
An attempt was made to tap bot� cognitive and affective components 
of prejudicial attitudes. About 40 statements were initially written. 
Eac� item statement was examined by t�e researc� team and 
redundant, unclear, and confusing items were eliminated. �wenty-eig�t 
remaining items were placed on a 5-point Likert-type scale.
Based on t�e results of t�e item content analysis (described below) and 
factor analysis, two revisions were made. First, t�e two items �aving 
low item-total correlations were closely examined and rewritten. 
Second, five new items were written, bringing the total item count to 30.
TiTle of measure Quick diScRimination index
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Psychometric properties Study SampleS
Study 1: Undergraduate and graduate students, local c�urc� members, 
and employees of local businesses, �uman service agencies, and a 
police precinct
Study 2: Involved two samples:
	Sample 1: Similar to Study 1; late adolescents and adults in t�e 
New York metropolitan area
	Sample 2: 37 college undergraduates at a midsize liberal arts 
college in t�e Nort�eastern U.S.
Study 3: Similar to Study 1; late adolescents and adults in t�e New 
York metropolitan area
Participants Study 1 Study 2 Study 3
Sample Overall Sample 1 Sample 2 Overall
Sample Size n = 285 n = 220 n = 31 n = 331
Age
Range 18-66 16-58 17-50 16-63
M (SD) 30 (10) 22 (9) 23 (7) 27 (10)
Gender Female  187 (59%) 16 (55%) (79%)Male  97 (41%) 15 (45%) (21%)
Race/
Ethnicity Caucasian 66%  60% †  76%
African American 21%  10%  5%
Hispanic
Latino Latina
 
6%  23%  8%
Asian American 3%  4%  5%
Native American 1%  0%  0%
Other 3%  4%  6%
†Not reported
Validity
Content Validity
�o address t�e possible effects of social desirability, about one-�alf 
of t�e items were written in reverse order. Second, t�e title “Social 
Attitude Survey” (not “Quick Discrimination Index”) appears on 
t�e actual instrument to control somew�at for potential demand 
c�aracteristics and evaluation appre�ension.
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Study 1: Five individuals wit� expertise in t�e topical area and in 
psyc�ological measurement w�o were not part of t�e development team 
rated eac� item in t�e prototype QDI on domain appropriateness and 
clarity. Items receiving a mean of less t�an 4.0 for eit�er rating (on a 1-5 
scale, wit� 5 indicating �ig�ly appropriate or very clear) were eliminated 
or rewritten. ��is procedure resulted in a version wit� 25 items.
��e 25-item QDI was t�en t�e subject of a 2-�our focus group conducted 
by t�e senior aut�or wit� seven graduate students in education. Focus 
group members completed t�e instrument and t�en discussed t�eir 
reactions (bot� affective and cognitive) to t�e items, satisfying t�e 
aut�ors t�at t�e items were clear and served t�eir intended purpose. 
Focus group members completed t�e QDI in 6 to 13 minutes.
Study 3: A sub-sample of participants (n = 151) completed bot� t�e 
QDI and t�e Social Desirability Scale (SDS; Crowne & Marlowe, 
1960). ��e correlations between t�e QDI factors and t�e SDS were 
low, indicating t�at social desirability contamination was not a concern 
(see table in Concurrent Validity).
Construct Validity
Study 1: Using one-way ANOVA, �ig�er scores were found among 
women t�an men; non-W�ites (all groups combined) t�an w�ites; urban 
dwellers t�an suburban or rural; and Democrats t�an Independents t�an 
Republicans.
Study 2: In one-way MANOVAs and ANOVAs, scores were �ig�er 
among African and Hispanic Americans t�an w�ite Americans, as well 
as among women, urban dwellers, and Democrats.
Study 2: In factor analysis, Factor 1 accounted for 25.2% of t�e 
variance and loaded �ig�ly on nine items, all consistent wit� general/
cognitive attitudes toward multicultural issues. Factor 2 loaded �ig�ly 
on seven items, focusing on more personal/affective attitudes toward 
racial diversity. Factor 3 loaded �ig�ly on seven items concerning 
women’s equality attitudes. Factor inter-correlations were moderate 
and supported t�e factor extraction. Also presented below are t�e 
Cronbac�’s α values for Study 2 and Study 3.
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Study 2 Study 3
Factor r = r = r = α = α =
1 .41** .47** .80 .85
2 .35** .83 .83
3 .76 .65
Total .83** .72** .74** .89 .88
**p < .01
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Confirmatory factor analysis, using structural equation modeling, 
confirmed the factor structure.
Concurrent Validity
Study 3: A sub-sample of participants (n = 151) completed t�e QDI 
plus one of two ot�er instruments: t�e New Racism Scale (NRS; 
Jacobson, 1985), or t�e Multicultural Counseling Awareness Scale 
(MCAS; Ponterotto et al., 1993).
As expected, the NRS was significantly correlated with all three QDI 
factors but more �ig�ly wit� Factor 1 and Factor 2 (dealing wit� race) 
t�an wit� Factor 3 (dealing wit� women’s issues). ��e correlations 
wit� t�e MCAS factors were generally in t�e same range.
Scale Factor 1r = 
Factor 2
r = 
Factor 3
r = 
NRS  .44**  .44**  .30**
MCAS Knowledge & Skills  .41**  .34*  .23
MCAS Awareness  .50**  .21  .39**
SDS -.16 -.04 -.19
    *p < .05; **p < .01
Reliability
Internal Consistency
Study 1: Wit� t�e exception of two items, corrected item-total 
correlations ranged from .20 to .74. The coefficient of variation was 
13.4%, wit�in t�e recommended range of Dawis (1987).
Study 2: �wenty-seven of t�e 30 items �ad corrected item-total 
correlations in the .23 to .62 range. The coefficient of variation was 
12.8%. ��e QDI retained a satisfactory level of internal consistency 
(see Cronbac�’s α values above) despite a more diverse developmental 
sample.
Variable Study 1 Study 2
# of items 25 30
Mean Corrected Item-total r = .45 .42
Test-retest Reliability
Study 2: ��ree college professors distributed t�e QDI in class during 
the first and last weeks of the semester. The interval for all three 
classes was 15 weeks. �est-retest reliability over t�is interval was �ig�.
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Mean Stability Coefficient
Scale Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
QDI test-retest .90 .82 .81
Comments 
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
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TiTle of measure 
Source/Primary reference Barbarin, O. A., & Gilbert, R. (1981). Institutional racism scale: 
Assessing self and organizational attributes. In O. A. Barbarin, P. 
R. Good, O. M. Pharr, & J. Siskind (Eds.), Institutional Racism and 
Community Competence (pp.147-171). Rockville, MD: U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services.
Construct measured How individuals construe institutional racism, engage in anti-racism, and 
view organizational commitment to the reduction of racism
Brief description The IRS consists of four subscales that assess self attributes and two 
subscales that assess organizational attributes.
The self-attribute subscales include:
1. Indices of Racism subscale. This includes 8 items frequently cited 
in the literature as racist to assess individual sensitivity to racism. 
Respondents rate the items on the extent to which they believe the 
items are an indication of institutional racism (1 = not at all, 7 = most 
sensitive).
2. Use of Strategies for Reducing Racism subscale. This subscale 
includes 7 interventions such as voting, litigation, educating friends, 
lobbying, and cross-racial interaction. Respondents are first asked 
to indicate on a four-point scale the effectiveness of the intervention 
(poor to excellent) and then the extent to which they have 
personally used these strategies for the purpose of reducing racism 
(1 = never, 5 = very frequently).
3. Effectiveness of Strategies for Reducing Racism subscale. This 
subscale consists of 11 items that are similar to the above use items 
but the items are rated in relation to their effectiveness in reducing 
racism (1 = poor, 4 = excellent).
4. Personal Efforts to Reduce Racism subscale. This subscale consists 
of 20 semantic differential ratings regarding how active and how 
favorably the respondents perceive themselves in reducing racism.
The organizational attribute subscales include:
Agency Climate subscale. This subscale consists of 6 statements 
related to the extent to which the organizational policies and climate 
incorporate a respect for minorities and cultural diversity, e.g., in terms of 
interpersonal processes, decision-making processes, and reward system/ 
career development processes.
Management/Administrative Efforts to Reduce Racism subscale. This 
includes 20 semantic-differential ratings to describe how workers 
perceive management’s efforts to reduce racism.
InstItutIonal RacIsm scale (IRs)
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Sample items Indices of Racism:
	Personnel selection based on written tests.
	Seniority as a major criterion for promotion.
Organizational Attributes:
	Minority groups have little to say about decisions which affect 
functioning in this agency.
	The organization goes out of its way to make minorities feel at home.
Appropriate for whom     Adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed The initial IRS items were developed based on a literature review of 
dimensions of institutional racism. Administration of the original IRS 
raised questions about the suitability and wording of some of the items as 
well as about the length of time required to complete the questionnaire. 
The IRS was refined on the basis of Pearson’s test-retest and Kuder 
Richardson’s reliability tests. Items with a test-retest reliability of r = .30 or 
less or intercorrelation with their test mean of .15 or less were eliminated 
from their respective subscales. The final instrument consists of 72 items 
– 35 items were eliminated from the original IRS.
Psychometric properties study sample
The IRS was administered to three separate reference groups:
Group 1: A conference group. The first group consisted of 56 individuals 
from educational, religious, and mental health agencies who attended a 
three-day conference on institutional racism. The participants were given 
the IRS questionnaire both before and after the conference. A three-day 
interval separated the administration of pre- and post-tests. The IRS was a 
part of the battery used to evaluate the impact of the conference.
Group 2: A government group. This group included the employees of 
a single Federal agency (N was not given). The IRS questionnaire was 
administered on an individual basis with 2-3 month intervals separating 
pre- and post-test administrations. Also, this government group was asked 
to indicate examples of racism which had occurred at their workplaces 
and strategies for the reduction of racism which could potentially serve 
as measures of institutional racism against which IRS subscales could be 
compared.
Group 3: A student group. The student group included 48 students 
enrolled in an undergraduate community psychology class who 
participated in the study for course credit. A 2-month interval separated 
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the administration of pre- and post-tests. The questionnaire was designed 
to solicit comments about perceived weaknesses and/or ambiguities of the 
measures, as well as the extent to which the IRS had influenced further 
thinking about institutional racism.
Participants in all three groups were classified as minorities when they 
identified themselves as Afro-American, Asian-American, American 
Indian, or Latinos. Most of the minorities in the sample were Afro-
American.
ValIdIty
Concurrent Validity
Pearson correlation coefficients of the IRS subscales among Group 2.
IRS subscales
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Indices of racism (n = 25) .33 .51** -.20
Effectiveness of strategies (n = 21) .10 .22 -.21
Use of strategies (n = 19)a .38 -.4** .41*
Personal efforts (n = 24)a .16 .3 -.39*
Agency policies (n = 25) .53** .44* .32
Administrative efforts (n = 19) -.43* -.26 .51*
an in each cell varies slightly due to missing values
*p < .05 **p < .01
RelIabIlIty
Test-Retest and Internal Consistency
The IRS subscales’ Test-Retest and KR-14 internal consistency 
correlations by racial and three reference groups
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IRS Test-retest correlations
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Indices of racism (n) .39 (16) .6 (48) .5 (8) .72 (23) .52 (37)
Effectiveness of strategies (n) .66 (13) .81 (42) .87 (7) .65 (19) .79 (32)
Use of strategies (n) .79 (9) .69 (27) .35 (9) .7 (18) .55 (11)
Personal efforts (n) .85 (11) .74 (42) .98 (7) .8 (17) .7 (22)
Agency policies (n) .61 (13) .66 (39) .95 (6) .71 (19) .60 (31)
Administrative efforts (n) .72 (8) .73 (37) .97 (5) .85 (19) .69 (25)
IRS Internal consistency correlations
Subscale
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Indices of racism (n) na na na na na
Effectiveness of strategies (n) .56 (45) .56 (71) .57 (49) .26 (41) .64 (41)
Use of strategies (n) .69 (40) .73 (60) .55 (44) .48 (34) .76 (35)
Personal efforts (n) .83 (42) .91 (65) .85 (39) .88 (41) .91 (37)
Agency policies (n) .79 (37) .72 (64) .86 (38) .69 (37) .73 (38)
Administrative efforts (n) .93 (33) .94 (66) .95 (35) .91 (39) .95 (36)
Comments ■	 The IRS seems to be a reliable measure of individual construction 
of racism, strategies for altering racist practices, and perceptions of 
agency climate.
	The IRS subscales seem to have good reliability and their validity 
is supported by their strong relationship with other measures of 
institutional racism.
	The IRS concentrates mostly on processes rather than outputs. Also, 
it provides global ratings that may require the addition of agency-
specific items before recommendations for change can be developed.
	The full scale is available in the book chapter.
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	The post-questionnaire responses of the conference group participants 
may have been influenced by the conference itself, therefore affecting 
test-retest reliabilities. This group had only a 3-day interval between 
pre- and post-test administration whereas the two other reference 
groups had a 2-month interval.
Bibliography (studies Jeanquart-Barone, S., & Sekaran, U. (1996) Institutional racism: An  
that have used the measure) empirical study. Journal of Social Psychology, 136(4), 477-482.
Watts, R. J., & Carter, R. T. (1991). Psychological aspects of racism in 
organizations. Group and Organization Management, 16(3), 328-345.
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Source/Primary reference 
H  s  I  (HsI)
Cervantes, R. C., Padilla, A. M., & Salgado de Snyder, N. (1991). 
The Hispanic Stress Inventory: A culturally relevant approach 
to psychosocial assessment. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 3(3), 438-447.
Construct measured Five psychological stressors in the Hispanic population: marital stress, 
family stress, occupational/economic stress, discrimination stress, and 
acculturation stress
Brief description There are two versions of the scale: one for immigrant Hispanics and one 
for U.S.-born Hispanics.
Immigrant Version
73 items (yes/no, then not at all stressful-extremely stressful)
5 Subscales:
1. Occupational/Economic Stress
2. Parental Stress
3. Marital Stress
4. Immigration Stress
5. Family/Cultural Stress
U.S.-Born Version
59 items (yes/no, then not at all stressful-extremely stressful)
4 Subscales:
1. Occupational/Economic Stress
2. Parental Stress
3. Marital Stress
4. Family/Cultural Stress
Participants respond by rating whether they have experienced the 
situation described in each item during the past three months. If 
affirmative, the degree of stress that the participant associates with the 
corresponding item is to be rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all 
stressful to 5 = extremely stressful).
Sample items ■	 Since I’m Latino, I felt isolated at work.
	Boss thought I was too passive.
	Others worried about amount/quality of work I do.
Appropriate for whom 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural 
adaptations available  Mexican women (Salgado de Snyder, 1987).
Spanish translation; there is an 11-item variation developed for 
Hispanic adults living in the US 
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How developed Phase 1: Semi-structured interview consisted of 33 open-ended 
questions around six psychological stress domains: marital stress, family 
stress, occupational stress, economic stress, discrimination stress, and 
acculturation stress. Interviews were tape-recorded. Commonly reported 
stressor events were identified, developed into short statements, and 
included in the initial 176 HSI items.
Phase 2: Five Hispanic judges – two women and three men – rated all 
176 items and categorized them into six conceptually meaningful stressor 
categories (cultural, marital, familial, occupational, economic, and 
discrimination). Items could be assigned to as many categories as needed 
to allow overlapping. The judges were asked to pay attention to any 
awkwardly worded items or items that were irrelevant for the population. 
Through this process, a new refined HSI, with 133 items in five subscales, 
was developed.
Phase 3: The HSI developed in Phase 2 was administered to 493 
people. The scale was refined further. If a particular item was reported 
to be experienced by less than 5% of immigrants, that item was deleted 
and not included in the further analysis. Items with means less than 
2.0 (somewhat stressful) were also deleted. The construct validity and 
correlations with other pre-selected measures were examined. Two 
HSI versions were established: (i) for immigrant Hispanics, and (ii) for 
U.S.-born Hispanics.
Phase 4: Reliability estimates – estimates of internal consistency and test-
retest procedure – were obtained.
Psychometric properties study samples:
Participants Phase 1
Group 1 Group 2
Sample Size n = 43 n = 62
Description
convenience 
sample of 
43 Hispanic 
adults
sample of 62 Mexican and Central 
American adults who were more 
recent immigrants - these respondents 
had 5 years of residency in the US
Age Range Mean 20-69
Mean 39 33.8
Gender Female 44.2% 50.0%Male 55.8% 50.0%
Ethnicity Mexican born 53.5%
Mexican- 
American 46.5%
Mexican 51.6%
Salvadoran 27.4%
Guatemalan 17.7%
Honduran 1.6%
Nicaraguan 1.6%
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Participants Phase 3
Sample Size n= 493 n=141
Description Volunteers from two 
adult community 
schools located in the 
Central Downtown 
area of Los Angeles 
and East Los Angeles
To ensure cultural 
specificity of the HAS 
fir Hispanic culture, 
items common to the 
Immigrant and U.S.-
Born versions were 
administered to a non-
Hispanic sample.
Age Range 17-56 17-40
Mean 23 22
Gender Female n=238 (48.3%) n=78 (55.3%)
Male n=255 (51.7%) n=63 (44.7%)
Education 13 years 13 years
Per Capita 
Income
$464 per month $1,147 per month
Employed 40.9% 66%
Marital Married 13.6% 11%
Status Single 79.6% -
Divorced/Separated 4.0% -
Number of Children (mean) 1.9 -
Number of Persons Living at Home 
(Mean)
4.9 -
Ethnicity Mexican-born 3.2% -
Central American 24.3% -
Other Latin American 9.5% -
U.S.-born 38.1% -
Anglo-American 100%
ValIdIty
Content Validity
Phase 1: Commonly reported stressor events were identified through 
interviews. The initial 176 HSI items were selected and developed into a 
series of short statements.
Phase 2: Five Hispanic judges – two women and three men – rated 
all 176 items and categorized them into six conceptually meaningful 
stressor categories (cultural, marital, familial, occupational, economic, 
and discrimination). The judges reached complete agreement on the 
categorization of 79 items (45%). Four of five judges were in agreement 
on the assignment of an additional 52 items (30%). If an item was not 
categorized similarly by at least four of five judges, it was discarded, 
unless the item was seen as clinically important by the authors. Individual 
items were also removed if three of five judges thought the item to be 
unrelated to stress. The remaining 133 items were randomly ordered, 
producing a refined first version of HSI with five subscales; occupational 
and economic scales were combined.
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Construct Validity
The factor analyses yielded a five-factor solution for the immigrant 
subsample and a four-factor solution for the U.S.-born subsample. The 
average factor loading for the immigrant sample was .55 and for the U.S.-
born sample it was .56.
Final factor solutions and influence on the total variance
HSI Factors % of total variance
Immigrant Version subscales
Occupational/Economic Stress 13
Parental Stress 8
Marital Stress 6
Immigration Stress 5
Family/Culture Stress 3
U.S.-Born Version subscales
Marital Stress 13
Occupational/Economic Stress 10
Parental Stress 7
Family Culture Stress 6
To ensure the cultural specificity of the HSI to Hispanic culture, items 
common to both the immigrant and U.S.-born versions of the HSI 
were administered to the combined Hispanic sample (immigrant and 
U.S.-born), as well as to a non-Hispanic, Anglo-American sample. 
Factor analysis of the item responses of the combined Hispanic sample 
yielded five conceptually distinct factors, with the first factor accounting 
for 12% of the total variance, followed by 8%, 6%, 4%, and 3% for 
the remaining four factors. In contrast, comparative factor analysis 
of the item responses of the non-Hispanic sample yielded 12 factors 
with eigenvalues greater than one. Next, a five-factor extraction was 
performed on the item responses of the non-Hispanic sample for more 
direct comparison with the structure that emerged for the combined 
Hispanic sample. Results of this extraction demonstrated that the first 
factor accounted for a large percentage (29%) of the total variance 
and the remaining four factors accounted for an additional 17% of the 
variance. Further, the factors that did emerge were not interpretable. 
Thus, the factor matrix of item responses of the non-Hispanic sample 
differed markedly from that of the combined Hispanic sample, 
indicating the specificity of the HSI to Hispanic culture.
Pearson correlations were computed to examine the strength of the 
relationships between each of the HSI subscale scores and the pre-
selected criterion measures: SCL-90-R = Symptom Checklist-90-
Race, Racism, Ethnicity, Racial Discrimination, & Related Measures
TiTle of measure HIspanIc stRess InVentoRy (HsI)
70 Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
Revised (Derogatis, 1977); CES-D = Center for Epidemiological 
Studies Depression Scale (Radloff, 1977); RSI = Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Inventory (Rosenberg, 1965); PCI = Campbell Personal 
Competence Inventory (Campbell, Converse, Miller, & Stokes, 1960).
HSI Subscales
Symptomatology
SCL-90-R
Somatization Depression Anxiety
Immigrant Version (n = 305)
Occupational/Economic Stress .21*** .26 .17
Parental Stress .04 .11 .06
Marital Stress .16 .20*** .17
Immigration Stress .20*** .26*** .17
Family/Culture Stress .30*** .36*** .31***
U.S.-Born Version (n = 188)
Marital Stress .12 .19 .19
Occupational/Economic Stress .11 .22 .17
Parental Stress .05 .07 .04
Family Culture Stress .29*** .38*** .34***
***p < .001
HSI Subscales
Symptomatology
CES-D RSI PCI
Immigrant Version (n = 305)
Occupational/Economic Stress .23*** -.15 .11
Parental Stress .12 -.07 -.04
Marital Stress .25*** -.06 -.02
Immigration Stress .27*** -.10 .06
Family/Culture Stress .45*** -.18*** -.04
U.S.-Born Version (n = 188)
Marital Stress .17 -.06 .14
Occupational/Economic Stress .31*** -.07 .03
Parental Stress .10 -.01 -.03
Family Culture Stress .40*** -.17 -.03
***p < .001
RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency and Reliability
Coefficient alphas were obtained for the Phase 3 data set. For the test-
retest study, participants were 35 adult members of a local church group 
born either in Mexico or Central America.
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HSI subscale internal consistencies and reliabilities.
HSI subscales Coefficient α
Test-retest 
Pearson
coefficient
Immigrant Version subscales
Occupational/Economic Stress .91 .79****
Parental Stress .88 .73****
Marital Stress .86 .61****
Immigration Stress .85 .80****
Family/Culture Stress .77 .86
U.S.-Born Version subscales
Marital Stress .90 -
Occupational/Economic Stress .88 -
Parental Stress .85 -
Family Culture Stress .85 -
  ****p < .0001
Comments ■	 The measure addresses stresses in multiple domains and could be 
adapted to be more specific to the work setting.
	While somewhat similar to the FASE (Padilla, Wagatsuma, & 
Lindholm, 1985), the HSI is specifically designed to tap stressors 
faced by Hispanic adults.
	Given the systematic approach, it was possible to generate a list 
of stressors both for recent Hispanic immigrants and for U.S.-
born Hispanics. Therefore, two separate versions of the HSI were 
established. one for immigrants, and one for U.S.-born Hispanics.
	Studies show that the HSI has good reliability and validity.
Bibliography (studies that Cervantes, R., Padilla, A., & Salgado de Snyder, N. (1990). Reliability  
have used the measure) and validity of Hispanic Stress Inventory. Hispanic Journal of  
 Behavioral Sciences, 11(1), 76-82.
Contact Information Richard C. Cervantes
Behavioral Assessment, Inc.
291 South La Cienega Blvd., Suite 308
Beverly Hills, CA 90211, USA
Tel: 310-652-6449
Fax: 310-652-5462
e-mail: bassessment@aol.com
web address: www.bai-eval.com/download/rccvitabai2002.pdf
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Source/Primary reference 
peRceptIons of RacIsm scale (pRs)
Green, N. L. (1995). Development of the Perceptions of Racism Scale. 
Journal of Nursing Scholarship, 2(2), 141-146.
Construct measured Perceptions of racism against African Americans
Brief description The PRS is a 20-item self-report measure of perceived racism. The 
instrument is a single-dimension measure of racism. Each item is rated on 
a 4-point scale; respondents are asked to indicate the extent to which they 
agree with a given statement. The scale range is from 1 = strongly agree 
to 4 = strongly disagree.
A high score indicates high perceptions of racism.
Sample items African American women experience negative attitudes when they go to a 
white doctor’s office.
	Racism is a problem in my life.
	Officials listen more to whites than African Americans.
Appropriate for whom    Adults  
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed The PRS items were developed on the assumption that racism perceptions 
can be divided into three categories: affective, behavioral, and cognitive. 
Items were collected from two sources: 1) interviews with 8 African 
American childbearing women about their perceptions of racism; and 
2) a Business Week/Harris Poll regarding perceptions of general racism 
(employment, housing, judicial system). The items were ordered to mix 
health and general statements and to allow reversal statements and a mix 
of positive and negative responses.
The items were reviewed by six African American nurse-midwives and 
one teacher (content validity). Two experts in instrument design judged 
item syntax. The selected items were duplicated and reversed. The result 
was the final 20-item instrument.
The initial conceptualization of PRS distinguished two subscales 
representing 1) health care and 2) societal racism.
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Psychometric properties study samples
Participants Study 1 Study 2
Sample Size n = 109 n = 136
Description
(Convenience Samples)
African American 
educated, employed 
women; churches 
& community 
organizations
African American 
pregnant women; 
health clinic
Age
Range 20-80 18-39
Mean (SD) 47 (15) 24 (5)
Education
Range 2-18 years 8-18 years
Mean (SD) 15 (3) 14 (2)
Monthly 
Family 
Income 
(categorized)
Range $500 or less – over $2,600
$500 or less – over 
$4,000
Mean $1,701-$2,000 $1,501-$2,000
Mode over $2,600 $1,501-$2,000
Median $2,201-$2,600 $1,501-$2,000
Marital 
Status
Never Married 12 (11%) 81 (60%)
Married 51 (47%) 47 (35%)
Widowed 14 (13%) 0
Separated/Divorced 30 (27%) 5 (4%)
Other 0 3 (2%)
Missing 2 (2%) 0
ValIdIty
Content Validity
Content validity was assessed by asking 6 African American nurse-
midwives and one teacher to provide written and verbal critiques of 
the assumption that the scale content had been adequately sampled and 
translated into scale items.
Construct Validity
In study 1, an orthogonal rotation did not result in any clear division of 
the items into two separated subscales. Principal components analysis 
with rotation resulted in a single factor accounting for 41% of the total 
variance. As a result, the 20 items were retained in a single scale.
In study 2, a lower perception of racism was found. Responses were 
significantly different between the two groups on all items except two. 
Responses to the two items were not correlated with the overall responses.
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RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency
Cronbach’s α coefficients were high in each pilot study.
Scale
Study 1
α = 
Study 2
α = 
PRS .86 .91
Comments ■	 The author mentioned that a hypothesized positive relationship 
between racism and stress was found, but specific evidence of 
relationship to health was not presented.
	The scale is a unidimensional measure of racism. However, given 
the ample evidence of racism’s multidimensional nature, it is unclear 
what dimension PRS actually captures (i.e., unlikely a measure of the 
full experience of racism).
	 Items were developed based on interviews with childbearing 
African American women and some items are very specific to 
interactions with medical providers. While many general racism 
items are included, the scale may be particularly useful for assessing 
perceptions of racism in health care.
	Although many of the items would seem transferable to other groups 
in other situations, the scale’s usefulness with a broader African 
American population or non-African American populations is 
unknown.
Bibliography (studies that Murrell, N. (1996). Stress, self-esteem, and racism: Relationships with  
have used the measure) low birth weight and preterm delivery in African American women.  
 Journal of National Black Nurses Association, 8(1), 45-53.
Contact Information Nanny Green
University of California
San Francisco, CA, USA
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TiTle of measure 
Source/Primary reference 
tHe RacIsm and lIfe expeRIence scales (Rales)
Harrell, S. P. (1997). The Racism and Life Experience Scales. 
Unpublished instrument. Los Angeles, CA: Pepperdine University 
Graduate School of Education and Psychology.
Harrell, S. P., Merchant, M. A., & Young, S. A. (August, 1997). 
Psychometric properties of the Racism and Life Experiences Scales 
(RaLES). Presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological 
Association. Chicago, IL.
Construct measured The RaLES is a comprehensive set of scales that measures racism-related 
stress, coping, socialization, and attitudes. Only the scales for frequency 
and stressfulness of racism-related experiences are described here.
Brief description The RaLES includes five primary scales and one overview scale that 
assess the frequency, intensity, and stressfulness of multiple dimensions 
of racism-related experiences. (The ratings for each set of questions are 
listed in the next section.)
1. The Perceived Influence of Race (PER) scale assesses the degree to 
which race is judged to have influenced one’s life experiences across 
twenty contexts of living (finding a job, quality of education, family 
life, money and finances, health, etc.). It reflects stress that is chronic, 
contextual, or role-related (vs. specific life events).
2. The Racism Experiences (EXP) scales assess the frequency of 17 
specific types (EXP-TP) of direct and vicarious experiences of racism 
over a specified time period (e.g., past month, year, 3 years, lifetime), 
as well as the stressfulness of those experiences (EXP-ST) and the 
domains of daily life (EXP-DM) in which they have occurred (ten 
areas of life such as employment, financial, and health care).
3. The Daily Life Experiences (DLE) scale assesses the frequency, 
perceived involvement of race, and stressfulness of 20 daily “micro-
experiences” (i.e., daily hassles) over a specified period of time. Three 
subscales (frequency, race involvement, and bother) are summed for 
the total score.
4. The Life Experiences and Stress (STR) scale is a comprehensive 
inventory of the occurrence and stressfulness of 128 specific personal 
life events within 9 life contexts (e.g., employment, community life, 
law enforcement and legal system). This scale can be administered in 
full (128 items), or specific contexts can be chosen as relevant. The 
items include both generic stressors and stressors associated with 
discrimination.
5. The Group Impact (GRP) scale assesses collective racism 
experiences, those that involve the observation of racism in the lives 
of others of one’s own group regardless of personal experience. 
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The scale includes 16 areas of life such as employment, education, 
housing, and health care/health status.
The Brief scale is a general overview measure of racism-related stress 
that may be used as an alternative to the full instrument. It includes 9 
questions that assess direct, vicarious, and collective experiences of 
racism, as well as the stressfulness of racism.
Sample items Perceived Influence of Race (PER)
	How much do you think that your race has influenced your life in the 
area of experiences at your job?
5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 = Not at all influenced by my race to 
4 = extremely influenced by my race.
Domains of Racism Experience (EXP-DOM)
How much have you personally experienced racism, racial discrimination, 
or racial prejudice during the past 1 year (may vary) in each of the 
following areas of your life:
	Employment/job
	Loans, credit, financial matters
5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 = not at all to 4 = extremely.
Racism Experiences (EXP-TP, EXP-ST)
Listed below are different types of racism-related experiences that 
some people have. Please think about experiences you might have had 
involving racism, racial discrimination, or racial prejudice during the 
past year (may vary) and rate how often you had the experience and how 
stressful the experience was:
	Conflict between you and someone of a different race/ethnicity
	Witnessing discrimination or prejudice directed toward someone else
	Hearing about someone else’s experience of discrimination or 
prejudice
	Observing limited participation in decision-making, opportunities, 
access to resources for people of your racial/ethnic group (i.e., “ol’ 
boys network”)
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5-point Likert-type scales: frequency responses range from 0 = never 
to 4 = very often; stress-bother responses range from 0 = has never 
happened to me to 4 = extremely.
Daily Life Experiences (RaLES-DLE)
These questions ask you to think about experiences that some people have 
as they go about their daily lives. Think only about the past year (may 
vary). Please consider how often you usually have each of the experiences 
listed below:
	Others reacting to you as if they were afraid or intimidated
	Hearing or being told an offensive joke
	Others expecting your work to be inferior
	Being mistaken for someone who serves others (e.g., janitor, maid, 
etc.)
	Being asked to speak for or represent your entire racial/ethnic group 
(e.g., “What do _____ people think?”)
6-point Likert scales: frequency responses range from 0 = never to 5 = once 
a week or more; stress-bother responses range from 0 = has never happened 
to me to 5 = bothers me extremely.
 Life Experiences and Stress (RaLES-STR)
EMPLOYMENT. Think about your experiences related to employment 
and the jobs you have had. Place a check by any experience that has 
ever been a problem for you. Then, only for the ones that you checked, 
answer whether or not racism has been involved in the difficulties that 
you have had:
	Deciding on a career to pursue   
	Not having a mentor or someone to "show you the ropes”
	Being assigned undesirable tasks or projects at a job
	Taking a job below your abilities or education
	Not receiving information or communication (being left “out of the 
loop”)
	Having your work criticized frequently or being watched closely at 
your job
Two additional items are included for each life context (e.g., employment) 
concerning stressfulness of that context in the past year and during one’s 
lifetime.
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Group Impact (GRP)
Please indicate how much you believe racism affects each of the 
following areas of life for people of your same racial/ethnic group, even if 
your personal experiences have not been related to racism
	Things that happen in the workplace or related to employment
	Things that happen in schools and the educational system
	Health status and health care
	Relationships between people of your same racial/ethnic group
5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 = not at all influenced by racism 
to 4 = extremely influenced by racism.
Brief scale (RaLES-B)
	DURING THE PAST YEAR, how much have you personally 
experienced racism, racial discrimination, or racial prejudice?
	Overall, how much do you think racism affects the lives of people of 
your same racial/ethnic group?
	 In general, how frequently do you hear about incidents of racial 
prejudice, discrimination, or racism from family, friends, co-workers, 
neighbors, etc.?
All items rated on 5-point Likert-type scales.
Appropriate for whom      Adolescents and adults of diverse racial/ethnic heritage. Most  
(i.e. which population/s) appropriate for members of historically oppressed racial/ethnic groups   
 (e.g., African Americans, Native Americans, Latino, Arab/Middle   
 Eastern, etc.)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Development of the RaLES began in a substance abuse referral and 
treatment project among African American and Latino men in Los 
Angeles in 1991. The author expanded the initial items assessing the 
frequency and stressfulness of racism-related life events in 1993 and 
developed the first three scales (PER, GRP, and STR). Scale items were 
developed based on literature review, focus groups, and the author’s 
experiences. The remaining scales were developed in 1994-1997 and 
operationalized the conceptualization of the multidimensionality of 
racism-related stress (see Harrell, 2000).
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Psychometric properties study samples: Six psychometric studies conducted between 1993-1996 
have provided data on the reliability and validity of the RaLES scales.
Sample Description
Development 
Sample
Racially and ethnically diverse undergraduate and 
graduate students from colleges and universities in Los 
Angeles County
Sample 2 Ethnically diverse college freshmen
Sample 3
Racially and ethnically diverse students in pre-freshman 
and pre-transfer summer programs at a large West Coast 
university
Sample 4 Undergraduate and graduate students from the same West Coast university
Sample 5 National sample of African American adults recruited from professional organizations
Sample 6 African American adults recruited from community settings and networks known to the author
Participants DevelopmentSample Sample 2 Sample 3
Sample Size n = 286 n = 126 n = 187
Age
Range 18 – 39+ 16 – 39 16 – 40
Mean † † 18.44
Gender
Female 76.5% 65.9% 67.4%
Male 23.5% 34.1% 32.1%
Race/
Ethnicity African American 15.1% 24.6% 19.4%
Latino 10.3% 57.9% 62.9%
Asian/Pacific Islander 9.3% 11.1% 8.6%
Middle Eastern 4.0% 0% 0.5%
American Indian 1.5% 0% †
Biracial/
Multiracial 4.0% 6.3% 5.9%
White (non-Jewish) 51.5% 0% 1.6%
White-Jewish 4.0% 0% †
Other † † 1.1%
†Not reported
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Participants Sample 4 Sample 5 Sample 6
Sample Size n = 150 n = 104 n = 50
Age Range 16 – 60+ 16 – 60+ †Mean 22.18  40.47 †
Gender Female 62.4% 73.1% †Male 37.6% 26.9% †
Race/
Ethnicity African American 26.8%  100% 100%
Latino 29.5% - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 28.9% - -
Middle Eastern 0.7% - -
American Indian † - -
Biracial/Multiracial 4.0% - -
White (non-Jewish)  2% - -
White-Jewish † - -
Other 5.4% - -
†Not reported
ValIdIty
Content Validity
In multiple samples, correlations with social desirability were either small 
or not statistically significant for the PER, EXP-DM, EXP-TP, DLE, and 
RaLES-B scales.
EXP-DM had a small negative correlation with social desirability in 
sample 2. In sample 3, DLE-frequency, EXP-TP (direct), and EXP-ST 
subscales had small, but statistically significant, negative correlations. 
The GRP scale also had a significant negative correlation with social 
desirability.
No data were available for the STR scale.
Concurrent Validity
Most of the scales were significantly correlated as expected with criterion 
measures, indicating strong concurrent validity:
PER with perceived discrimination, racism reaction, urban life stress, and 
collective self esteem (Samples 1 and 3).
EXP-DM with urban stress, racial discrimination, collective self-esteem, 
and cultural mistrust.
DLE subscales with collective self-esteem, cultural mistrust, racial 
discrimination, racism reaction, and urban life stress.
EXP with measures of urban life stress, collective self-esteem, racial 
discrimination, and cultural mistrust.
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GRP with urban life stress, collective self-esteem, racism reaction, and 
racial discrimination.
RaLES-B with urban life stress, collective self-esteem, racial 
discrimination, and cultural mistrust.
RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency and Reliability
Across the various population samples, reliability was high or moderately 
high for the PER; EXP-DM; DLE-frequency, DLE-race involvement, and 
DLE-stress/bother subscales; EXP frequency and stressfulness subscales 
(as well as for the direct experiences and vicarious experiences factors 
that emerged); GRP; and RaLES-B scales. No data were available for the 
STR scale.
Scale Sample Cronbach’s α Split-half reliability
Test-retest 
reliability
PER 1 .91 .90 .79
3 .91
EXP-DM 2 .82
3 .84
4 .90
5 .85
DLE-frequency 1 .89 .85 .79
3 .89
DLE-race 1 .94
2 .84
3 .92
4 .94
5 .90
DLE-bother 4 .94
5 .93
EXP-frequency 2 .83 .82
3 .86
4 .90
5 .88
EXP-frequency (direct) 3 .74
4 .85
5 .84
EXP-frequency 
(vicarious) 3 .85
4 .87
5 .83
EXP-stressfulness 2 .88 .83
3 .89
EXP-stressfulness (direct) 3 .74
EXP-stressfulness 
(vicarious) 3 .87
GRP 1 .96 .94 .86
3 .92
RaLES-B 2 .86 .82
3 .86
4 .77
5 .79
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Comments ■	 Several of the psychometric studies described above also provided 
preliminary data on the relationship between the RaLES scales and 
health outcomes. In Sample 3, the DOM, EXP (direct experiences), 
and DLE (frequency) had significant negative correlations with 
positive well-being, while the GRP scale had a significant positive 
correlation with positive well-being. The DOM, EXP, DLE, 
and BRF scales were all significantly and positively correlated 
with psychological symptomatology (i.e., depression, anxiety, 
somaticization) in Sample 4. In Sample 5, the DOM, EXP, DLE, 
and BRF scales were all significantly correlated with trauma-related 
symptoms. In addition, after controlling for demographic variables and 
experiences of other forms of discrimination (e.g., sexism, classism), 
the DLE and RaLES-B scales accounted for a significant proportion of 
explained variance in trauma-related symptoms.
	The strengths of the RaLES include: 1) its comprehensive approach 
to the measurement of racism experiences and stress; 2) the ability 
for users to choose one or more scales based on need; 3) ease of 
administration; 4) applicability to different racial/ethnic groups; and 
5) data suggesting strong psychometric properties. A full Interview 
Version is under development for populations where literacy may be a 
concern.
	The primary drawbacks of the RaLES include its length, its limited 
use in published studies to date, and the need to develop norms for 
broader and more representative samples.
Bibliography (studies that Harrell, S. P. (2000). A multidimensional conceptualization of racism- 
have used the measure) related stress: Implications for the well-being of people of color.   
 American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 70, 42-57.
Sellers, R. M., & Shelton, N. J. (2003). The role of racial identity in 
perceived racial discrimination. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 84, 1079-1092.
Utsey, S. (1998). Assessing the stressfulness of racism: A review of 
instrumentation. Journal of Black Psychology, 24, 269-288.
The RaLES has been used in numerous doctoral dissertations from the 
California School of Professional Psychology. These include:
Cotton, L. M. (1999). The impact of stress, exposure to violence, and 
racism on HIV knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors.
Garcia, R. A. (1998). The role of socialization influences, racism-related 
stress, and perceptions of collective racism in adopted patterns of 
acculturation among young adult Mexican Americans.
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Hagen, K. L. (1997). The impact of child maltreatment experiences, adult 
revictimization, history of traumatization symptoms, and racism on the 
psychological well-being of African American women.
Miller, J. L. (2001). Understanding achievement attribution and 
achievement motivation among African American youth: Racism, racial 
socialization, and spirituality.
Oh, M. Y. (2001). Contingencies of self-esteem: Psychological well-being 
and impact of perceived experiences of discrimination among Korean 
Americans.
Rivera, B. C. (1997). Perceptions of racism, acculturation, and 
depression in first-generation Mexican American immigrants and 
descendants of Mexican American immigrants.
Rosas, M. C. (1999). The impact of affirmation action legislation and 
racism experiences on the collective self-esteem and psychological well-
being of college students of color.
Contact Information Shelly P. Harrell, Ph.D.
Professor of Psychology
Pepperdine University
Graduate School of Education and Psychology
6100 Centre Drive / Howard Hughes Center
Los Angeles, CA 90045, USA
e-mail: sharrell@pepperdine.edu
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Source/Primary reference Hughes, D., & Dodge, M. (1997). African American women in the 
workplace: Relationships between job conditions, racial bias at work, and 
perceived job quality. American Journal of Community Psychology, 25(5), 
581-600.
Construct measured Experiences of interpersonal and institutional discrimination at work
Brief description The instrument includes 13 items along two dimensions:
1. Institutional discrimination - 5 statements about the extent to which 
systems-level transactions are biased (e.g. salaries, job assignments, 
promotions)
2. Interpersonal prejudice - 8 statements about experiences of racial 
bias in daily interactions (e.g. jokes and slurs, assumption of 
incompetence)
All statements are rated on a 4-point scale from strongly agree to strongly 
disagree.
Sample items Institutional Discrimination:
	There is discrimination against [ethnic group] in salaries.
	[Ethnic group]s get the least desirable assignments.
Interpersonal Prejudice:
	People notice your ethnic background before they notice anything else 
about you.
	People you work with have stereotypes about [ethnic group] that 
affect how they judge you.
Appropriate for whom For Institutional Discrimination items, it is appropriate for all working  
(i.e. which population/s) adults.
For the Interpersonal Prejudice items, it is most appropriate for workers 
of color (non-majority workers).
Translations & cultural Spanish translation available 
adaptations available
How developed Items for the two scales were developed based on a series of six focus 
groups with African American workers in blue and white collar jobs.
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Psychometric properties study sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 79
Description
Full-time employed African American 
women in married-couple families 
with at least one child between the 
ages of 4 and 14 years, from 30 
different communities.
Age Range 21-53Mean 37
Education College 22%
High School 95%
Income Median Personal $10,000-$24,999
Median Family $40,000-$54,000
Positional Tenure Mean 7.5 years
The authors have also used the scale in studies with diverse Latino 
samples (e.g., Enchautegui de Jesus & Hughes, in preparation).
ValIdIty
Construct Validity
Principal axis factor analysis of ratings on all developed items 
confirmed two distinct dimensions of workplace bias (items loading 
above .6 on one factor and below .45 on the other were retained).
Concurrent Validity
The measure of institutional discrimination was significantly 
correlated with a single item assessing discrimination in workers’ 
present jobs (r = .40), but not with a similar item assessing 
discrimination in past jobs. This seems to indicate that the measure 
assesses current discrimination and not just a predisposition to 
perceive/report discrimination. The interpersonal discrimination scale 
was not associated with global items assessing either present or past 
discrimination.
RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency
Cronbach’s α reliability coefficients by group:
Group
Institutional 
discrimination
α = 
Interpersonal 
prejudice
α = 
Puerto Rican .90 .84
Dominican .90 .79
Black .85 .83
Mexican .93 .83
Men .89 .84
Women .95 .84
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Comments Specifically designed to assess the work environment.
	Spanish translation is available.
	Relies on respondents’ perceptions.
	This instrument is short and easy to administer.
	Appears reliable with multiple ethnic/racial groups.
Bibliography (studies that Enchautegui de Jesus, N. (2002). Relationships between normative and  
have used the measure) race/ethnic-related job stressors and marital and individual well-being 
 among Black and Latino/a workers. Dissertation Abstracts  
 International, 62(8-B), 3834.
Enchautegui de Jesus, D., & Hughes, D. (in preparation). Relationships 
between job discrimination, psychological well-being, and psychological 
distress among Latino and Black adults. New York University and 
University of Michigan.
Hughes, D., & Chen, L. (1997). When and what parents tell children 
about race: An examination of race-related socialization in African 
American families. Applied Developmental Science, 1(4), 200-214.
Hughes, D., & Chesir-Tehran, D. (in preparation). Relationships between 
job characteristics, job discrimination, and the quality of parenting 
among dual-earner African American families. New York University.
Contact Information Dianne Hughes
Department of Psychology
New York University
6 Washington Place
New York, NY 10003, USA
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Source/Primary reference Krieger, N. (1990). Racial and gender discrimination: Risk factors for 
high blood pressure? Social Science Medicine, 30(12), 1273-1281.
Krieger, N., & Sidney S. (1996). Racial discrimination and blood 
pressure: The CARDIA study of young black and while adults. American 
Journal of Public Health, 86, 1370-1378.
Construct measured Self-reported experiences of and responses to racial discrimination
Brief description The instrument first asks respondents about their typical response to 
unfair treatment and then asks respondents about whether they have ever 
experienced racial discrimination in seven different domains. It is a self-
administered paper-and-pencil instrument.
Sample items We are going to ask you a number of questions related to discrimination. 
Please select one response on questions 1 and 2.
1. If you feel you have been treated unfairly, do you usually:
__ Accept it as a fact of life?
__ Try to do something about it?
2. And if you have been treated unfairly, do you usually:
__ Talk to other people about it?
__ Keep it to yourself?
3. Have you ever experienced discrimination, been prevented from 
doing something, or been hassled or made to feel inferior in any of the 
following seven situations because of your race or color?
At school     No___ Yes ___
Getting a job    No___ Yes ___
At work     No___ Yes ___
Getting housing    No___ Yes ___
Getting medical care   No___ Yes ___
From the police or in the courts  No___ Yes ___
On the street or in a public setting  No___ Yes ___
t    k  m   e   d
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Appropriate for whom    Adolescents or adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural Currently being translated into Spanish and tested among  
adaptations available  Latinos/Latinas, as part of the validation study now under way 
 (see “Psychometric Properties,” below).
How developed The instrument was developed for the CARDIA (Coronary Artery Risk 
Development in Young Adults) study. The questions were developed 
by the author based on a review of the extant literature (on racial 
discrimination, measurement of social stressors, etc.), plus pilot testing 
both for the initial study, published in 1990, and then among CARDIA 
participants, for the 1996 article.
Psychometric properties The discrimination questions (pertaining to discrimination based on race/
ethnicity, gender, social class, sexual orientation, and religion) were pilot 
tested by CARDIA staff for their acceptability to CARDIA participants. 
No explicit psychometric evaluation was conducted.
Two new developments are:
1. A recently conducted and as-of-yet unpublished analysis, performed 
as part of a new CARDIA-based study looking at risk of low birth 
weight in relation to racial discrimination, gave a Cronbach’s α for the 
racial discrimination measure of 0.78.
2. Data collection is under way (2003) for a study to evaluate the 
validity and reliability of a revised version of the racial discrimination 
instrument, in a population of working class African Americans and 
Latinos/Latinas.
Comments ■	 Used in studies of African Americans (could be adapted for other 
populations of color) and white Americans, including persons of low 
literacy and also very low income.
	The studies cited below provide evidence on associations with: 
blood pressure, preterm delivery, self-reported health status, cigarette 
smoking, and alcohol-related behaviors.
	The instrument is concise, easy to understand, and easy to administer.
	The instrument does not capture the duration, intensity, or frequency 
of the self-reported experiences of racial discrimination; it also asks 
only about the respondent’s experiences.
Bibliography (studies that Broman, C. L. (1996). The health consequences of discrimination:  
have used the measure) A study of African Americans. Ethnicity Disease, 6, 148-152.
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Broman, C. L., Mavaddat, R., & Hsu, S. (2000). The experiences and 
consequences of perceived racial discrimination: A study of African 
Americans. Journal of Black Psychology, 26, 165-180.
Collins, J. W., David, R. J., Symons, R., Handler, A., Wall, S. N., & 
Dwyer, L. (2000). Low-income African-American mothers’ perceptions of 
exposure to racial discrimination and infant birth weight. Epidemiology, 
11, 337-9.
Krieger, N., & Sidney, S. (1997). Prevalence and health implications of 
anti-gay discrimination: A study of black and white women and men in the 
CARDIA cohort. International Journal of Health Services, 27, 157-176.
Krieger, N,. Sidney, S., & Coakley, E. (1998). Racial discrimination and 
skin color in CARDIA: Implications for public health research. American 
Journal of Public Health, 88, 1308-1313.
Ren, X. S., Amick, B. C., & Williams , D. R. (1999). Racial/ethnic 
disparities in health: The interplay between discrimination and 
socioeconomic status. Ethnicity Disease, 9, 151-165.
Watson, J. M., et al. (2002). Race, socioeconomic status, and perceived 
discrimination among healthy women. Journal of Women’s Health & 
Gender-Based Medicine, 11(5), 441-451.
Yen, I. H., Ragland, D., Breiner, B. A., & Fisher, J. A. (1999). Racial 
discrimination and alcohol-related behavior in urban transit operators: 
Findings from the San Francisco Municipal Health and Safety Study. 
Public Health Report, 114, 448-458.
For further discussion, see:
Krieger, N. (2000). Discrimination and health. In L. Berkman & I.     
Kawachi (Eds). Social Epidemiology (pp. 36-75). Oxford: Oxford 
University Press.
Contact Information The instrument is available from Nancy Krieger at no cost, under the 
stipulation that it is cited using both the 1996 CARDIA study and the 
1990 article in which the questions were first used (details provided in Dr. 
Krieger’s standard cover letter for the instrument).
Nancy Krieger, Ph.D.
Department of Health and Social Behavior
Harvard School of Public Health
677 Huntington Avenue
Boston, MA 02115, USA
Tel: 617-432-1571 - work
e-mail: nkrieger@hsph.harvard.edu
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Source/Primary reference Landrine, H., & Klonoff, E. A. (1996). The schedule of racist events. 
Journal of Black Psychology, 22, 144-168.
Construct measured Experiences of specific instances of racial discrimination and racist events
Brief description The SRE is a self-report inventory containing 18 items that are each rated 
in three different ways. They are answered once for the frequency in the 
last year, another time for the frequency in the respondent’s lifetime, and 
a third time for appraising the stressfulness of each event.
Responses range from 1 = the event never happened to me, to 6 = the 
event happens all of the time, for the first two subscales, and 1 = not at all 
stressful to 6 = very stressful, for the third subscale.
Sample items ■	 How many times have you been treated unfairly by your employers, 
bosses and supervisors because you are black?
	How many times have you been treated unfairly by your coworkers, 
fellow students and colleagues because you are black? 
Appropriate for whom   African Americans (can be adapted for other minority populations) 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural Similar in format and conceptualization to the Schedule of Sexist  
adaptations available  Events (See entry for Klonoff & Landrine, 1995.)
How developed The items were written by the authors based on the literature on racism. 
They conceptualize racist events as analogous to the generic life events 
and hassles as assessed by popular measures of stressful events. Also, 
they view racist events as culture-specific, negative life events (i.e., 
culturally specific stressors). Thus, they modeled their scale after other 
major general measures of the frequency and appraisal of stressful events.
Psychometric properties  study sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 153
Description Students, faculty, & staff of large university
Age Range 15-70Mean  (SD) 30.14 (11.66)
Gender
Female n = 83
Male n = 66
Missing n = 4
Race/Ethnicity African American 100%
Annual 
Income
Range $0 – $80,000
Mean (SD) $21,451 ($17,175)
Marital Status
Married n = 40
Single n = 85
tItle of measuRe scHedule of RacIst eVents (sRe)
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ValIdIty
Concurrent Validity
The authors examined the relationships between the scores of the SRE, 
and the African American Acculturation Scale (AAAS; Landrine & 
Klonoff, 1994). Mean scores on the SRE subscales are presented below 
according to AAAS cluster (traditional or acculturated).
SRE AAAS
Subscale
Traditional
(n = 61)
Acculturated
(n = 75)
Recent Racist Events 46.32 38.67
Lifetime Racist Events 60.62 46.86
Appraised Racist Events 57.59 46.79
RelIabIlIty
Subscale Cronbach’s α Split-half reliability
Recent Racist Events .95 .93
Lifetime Racist Events .95 .91
Appraised Racist Events .94 .92
Comments ■	 Each of the SRE subscales was higher on average in participants with 
high stress-related symptoms as measured by the Hopkins Symptom 
Checklist (HSCL-58; Derogatis, Lipman, Rickles, Uhlenhuth, & 
Covi, 1974); and higher among cigarette smokers, considered a stress-
related behavior.
Subscale
HSCL 
High
(n = 53)
HSCL 
Low
(n = 53)
Nonsmokers
(n = 113)
Smokers
(n = 24)
Recent Racist Events 46.73 37.95 41.23 44.66
Lifetime Racist Events 59.17 46.84 50.53 62.61
Appraised Racist 
Events 58.62 43.83 49.42 61.53
	There is also evidence of a relationship between SRE and mental health 
among African Americans (Klonoff, Landrine, & Ullman, 1999).
	Huebner (2002) adapted this scale to measure discrimination against 
gay and bisexual men (alpha = .92) and found scores correlated with 
both physical and mental health outcomes.
Bibliography (studies that Klonoff, E. A., Landrine, H., & Ullman, J. B. (1999). Racial  
have used the measure) discrimination and psychiatric symptoms among blacks. Cultural   
 Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 5(4), 329-339.
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Klonoff, E., & Landrine, H. (1999). Cross-validation of the schedule of 
racist events. Journal of Black Psychology, 25(2), 231-254.
Contact Information Elizabeth A. Klonoff
Department of Psychology
San Diego State University
5500 Campanile Drive
San Diego, CA 92182-4611, USA
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Source/Primary reference McConahay, J. B., Hardee, B. B., & Batts, V. (1981). Has racism declined 
in America? It depends upon who is asking and what is asked. Journal of 
Conflict Resolution, 25, 563-579.
McConahay, J. B. (1986). Modern racism, ambivalence, and the modern 
racism scale. In J. Dovidio & S. Gaertner (Eds.) Prejudice, discrimination 
and racism (pp. 91-125). San Diego: Academic Press.
Construct measured Racial attitudes toward blacks based on four tenets: 1) discrimination is a 
thing of the past, 2) blacks are pushing too hard, too fast, 3) these tactics 
are unfair, 4) thus recent gains are undeserved.
Brief description This measure includes 14 items along two dimensions:
1. Old-Fashioned Racism (7 items)
2. Modern Racism (7 items that ask respondents to what extent they 
agree or disagree with a set of beliefs that follow the four tenets 
outlined above)
Sample items Old-Fashioned Racism:
	 It is a bad idea for blacks and whites to marry one another.
	Black people are generally not as smart as whites.
Modern Racism:
	Over the past few years, blacks have gotten more economically than 
they deserve. (agree-disagree)
	 It is easy to understand the anger of black people in America. 
(disagree-agree)
	Over the past few years, the government and news media have shown 
more respect for blacks than they deserve. (agree-disagree)
	How many black people in XX County do you think miss out on good 
housing because white owners won’t rent or sell to them? (from many 
to none)
Appropriate for whom    Adolescents or adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
tItle of measuRe modeRn RacIsm scale
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How developed The authors began with the Old-Fashioned Racism (OFR) Scale but found 
that the items were so reactive that they pulled for socially desirable 
responses and were so blatant that some study participants refused to 
answer them. By 1976, there had been enough experience with these 
items to formulate a general definition of symbolic racism or modern 
racism to include components of racial attitudes missed by the OFR scale. 
A new set of items was generated from this definition.
The first version of the MRS was used with adult community residents 
(Studies 1 and 2 below). Another version of the scale was used in several 
college student samples (Study 3). Over the years, the scale has been 
further refined.
Psychometric properties study samples
Participants Study 1 Study 2 Study 3
Sample Size n = 879 n = 709 n = 167
Description
White adults 
(18 years and 
older) residing 
in Louisville 
and Jefferson 
County, 
Kentucky, 1976
White adults 
(18 years and 
older) residing 
in Louisville 
and Jefferson 
County, 
Kentucky, 1977
White 
undergraduate 
students, enrolled 
in introductory 
psychology 
classes at Duke 
University, 1984
Gender Not reported Not reported Not reported
ValIdIty
Construct Validity
A number of factor analyses were performed on various combinations 
of Modern and Old-Fashioned Racism Scale items. Across analyses, the 
Modern Racism items loaded most highly on one factor, while the Old-
Fashioned items loaded on another factor. These results support the notion 
that Modern Racism is distinct from Old-Fashioned Racism, although 
correlated (r = .68, .70, .59 in the three study samples, respectively).
The Modern Racism Scale correlated with strength of opposition to 
busing in Louisville in surveys done during the conflict there in 1976 
(r = .511) and 1977 (r = .391).
The scale also correlated significantly with voting preferences for a 
black candidate versus a white incumbent for mayor of Los Angeles 
in both 1969 and 1973 (McConahay & Hough, 1976). Those whites 
scoring high on the scale were more likely than those with low scores 
to vote for the white candidate in 1969 (r = .365) and 1973 (r = .338), 
and these correlations were still significant after controlling for political 
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conservatism (partial r = .309 and .300, respectively). All correlations 
were statistically significant.
Concurrent Validity
The Modern Racism Scale correlated with several other scales designed 
to assess related constructs.
Scales Sample r = 
Sympathetic Identification 
with the Underdog (Schuman 
& Harding, 1963)
Louisville adults -.299
Antiblack Feeling measured 
by the Feeling Thermometer 
(Campbell, 1971)
Louisville adults .383
Feeling Thermometer College students over 16 years Average r = .441
Scores on the Modern Racism Scale did not correlate with the Just 
World Scale in repeated college student samples. Because the Feeling 
Thermometer and the Old-Fashioned Racism Scales are accepted as 
face-valid measures of racism and the belief in a just world has been 
proposed as an alternative explanation for high scores on the moralistic 
items in the scale, this is strong evidence for the concurrent/criterion 
validity of the Modern Racism Scale.
The strongest evidence for the validity of the Modern Racism Scale 
emerged from an experimental study of simulated hiring decisions 
using white college student participants, in which MRS scores were 
related to evaluations of the black candidates (McConahay, 1983).
RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency
Scale
Study 1
α = 
Study 2
α = 
Study 3
α = 
Modern Racism .75 .79 Range: .81 - .86
Test-Retest Reliability
Ranges from .72 to .93 across a number of samples.
Comments ■	 This scale assesses a component of racist attitudes that is particularly 
relevant to work situations in that it gets at assessments of and 
reactions to progress in the recent past.
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	 It has been shown to be related to work behaviors in hiring 
simulations.
	Given the hypotheses, the study samples were 100% white by 
design. However, it would be useful to assess the scale’s validity and 
reliability for multiple ethnic/racial groups.
	Gender is not reported and thus applicability of the scale for women is 
unknown.
Bibliography (studies that McConahay, J. B. (1982). Self-interest versus racial attitudes as  
have used the measure) correlates of anti-busing attitudes on Louisville: Is it the buses or the  
 blacks? Journal of Politics, 44, 692-720.
McConahay, J. B. (1983). Modern racism and modern discrimination: The 
effects of race, racial attitudes, and context on simulated hiring decisions. 
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Source/Primary reference McNeilly, M. D., Anderson, N. B., Armstead, C. A., Clark, R., 
Corbett, M., Robinson, E. L., Pieper, C. F., & Lepisto, E. M., (1996). 
The Perceived Racism Scale: A multidimensional assessment of the 
experience of white racism among African Americans. Health, Ethnicity 
and Disease, 6, 154-166
Construct measured Perceived exposure to racism 
Brief description PRS is a 51-item instrument. The first section has 43 items and asks the 
respondents to rate the frequency with which they have been exposed to 
racist events in four domains: job, academic, public, and racist statements 
(0 = not applicable, 7 = several times a day).
The second section includes 8 items, which require respondents to 
indicate the emotional appraisal of each event (e.g., angry, frustrated, sad, 
powerless, etc.).
Section three requires respondents to indicate coping strategies that have 
been used for each event (e.g., speaking up, ignoring it, etc.).
Sample items ■	 Because I am black, I am assigned to the jobs no one else wants.
	 I have been made to feel uncomfortable in the classroom.
	 I have been refused housing because I am black.
	When I go shopping, I am often followed.
Appropriate for whom    African-American adults (can be adapted for other minority  
(i.e. which population/s) populations)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Items for the scale were empirically derived by collecting data from 
165 African American psychology students at North Carolina Central 
University (108 females, 57 males) and 25 individuals from the 
community (15 females, 10 males). The age range of the participants 
was 18-46 (M = 21, SD = 4.8). They were asked to list their personal 
experiences of racism and the feelings related to these experiences. Their 
responses were then categorized into four domains: 1) on the job; 2) in 
academic settings; 3) in the public realm; 4) exposure to racist statements. 
The items most frequently mentioned were selected for the scale. The 
new instrument was piloted with 10 students and 10 individuals from 
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the community, who provided feedback on content, wording, response 
format, and instructions.
Psychometric properties study samples
Participants Student Sample 1
Community 
Sample
Student 
Sample 2
Student 
Sample 3
Sample Size n = 110 n = 104 n = 59 n = 32
Age
Range 18-35 18-73 18-39 -
M (SD) 21.2 (2.9) 33.7 (12.48) 21.6 (4.17) 21.6 (3.5)
Gender
Female n = 73 n = 84 n = 41 n = 28
Male n = 37 n = 20 n = 18 n = 4
ValIdIty
Construct Validity
Exploratory principal component factor analyses were performed using 
both orthogonal and oblique rotations. The items were divided according 
to their type: frequency of exposure (43 questions) and emotional and 
coping responses (8 questions). The samples that were used in these 
analyses were student samples 1 and 2 and the community sample.
Both orthogonal and oblique rotations resulted in very similar factors. 
Factor rotations for over the past year, for over one’s lifetime, and for 
the frequency of exposure were nearly identical. Five factors emerged 
for the exposure items (racism on the job, racism in academic settings, 
overt racism in public, subtle racism in public, and racist statements), and 
nine factors for the emotional and behavioral coping (anger/frustration, 
depressed affect, feeling strengthened, trying to change things, avoiding/
ignoring, praying, forgetting it, getting violent, and speaking up).
RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency
Internal consistency was assessed based on the responses from student 
samples 1 and 2 plus the community sample (n = 273):
Subscale Scaleα = 
α for the 
individual factors
Frequency of Exposure Domains
(items 1-43) .96 .84-.93
Emotional and Behavioral Coping 
Responses (items 44-51) .94 .64-.95
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Test-Retest Reliability
Student sample 2 was tested over an interval of two weeks. The 
researchers asked student sample 3 to think of a racist event that happened 
to them in each domain and to complete the emotional and coping 
subscales with the incidents in mind. They were asked to recall the same 
incidents when completing the scale two weeks later.
Inter-class Correlations
Subscale Student Sample 2 Student Sample 3
Frequency of Exposure .70-.80 -
Emotional Responses .50-.78 .43-.87
Coping Responses .59 .60
Comments ■	 Includes items related to discrimination at work
Bibliography (studies that 
have used the measure) 
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Race, Racism, Ethnicity, Racial Discrimination, & Related Measures
tItle of measuRe motIVatIon to Respond WItHout pRejudIce
100 Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
Source/Primary reference Plant, E. A., & Devine, P. G. (1998). Internal and external motivation to 
respond without prejudice. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
75(3), 811-832.
Construct measured Sources of internal and external motivations to respond without prejudice 
toward blacks
Brief description The final scale consists of 10 items, rated on a 9-point scale from  
1 = strongly disagree to 9 = strongly agree.
There are two subscales:
1. Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice (IMS), with  
5 items
2. External Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice (EMS), with  
5 items
Sample items The IMS subscale: 
	 I attempt to act in non-prejudiced ways towards black people because 
it is personally important to me. 
	Being non-prejudiced towards black people is important to my self-
concept.
The EMS subscale:
	 I attempt to appear non-prejudiced towards black people to avoid 
disapproval from others.
	 I try to act non-prejudiced toward black people because of pressure 
from others.
Appropriate for whom    White or non-black adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural Similar scales adapted from the original have been used to measure  
adaptations available  motivation to respond without sexism, prejudice toward fat people,  
 and prejudice toward homosexuals.
How developed Phase 1: In the first phase, an initial 19-item questionnaire was created by 
the authors.
Phase 2: The final scales were developed using exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analyses. Two factors – the IMS and EMS subscales 
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- emerged. The discriminant and convergent validity of the IMS and EMS 
were examined by comparing them to other measures. 
Phase 3: The final phase involved demonstrating the predictive validity of 
the IMS and EMS by examining (i) people’s affective reactions to living 
up to own-based (internal) and other-based (external) standards for how 
blacks should be treated, and (ii) the extent to which people reported 
endorsing the stereotype of blacks under either private and anonymous or 
public conditions.
Psychometric properties study samples: 
Participants Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Sample Size n = 135 n = 245 n = 1,363
Description
Introductory 
psychology 
students
Introductory 
psychology 
students
Introductory 
psychology 
students
Gender
Females 78% 74% 60%
Males 22% 26% 40%
Ethnicity Whites 94% 84% 85%
Non-whites 6% 16% 15%
Samples 1 & 2: The first two samples completed the initial 19-item 
questionnaire in medium-sized groups and received an extra course credit 
for their participation. 
Sample 3: The third sample completed the final set of 10 items (refined 
questionnaire), and received an extra course credit for their participation. 
A sub-sample of Sample 3 filled out the IMS and EMS scales 9 weeks 
after the mass testing session to examine the test-retest reliabilities. 
ValIdIty
Construct Validity 
An exploratory factor analysis for Sample 1 revealed that there were 
two strong factors and two weak factors with eigenvalues over 1.00. 
The first factor accounted for 28% of the variance (eigenvalue 5.33) and 
consisted of items about internal motivation to respond without prejudice. 
The second factor accounted for 20% of the variance (eigenvalue 3.74) 
and included items that assessed external motivation to respond without 
prejudice. Four items were dropped because they either (i) loaded on both 
factors, possibly not differentiating internal from external motivation to 
respond without prejudice, or (ii) failed to load on either of the factors 
with a loading of .50 or above.
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Confirmatory factor analysis across all three samples revealed that the 
two-factor model provided a significantly better fit of data than the one-
factor model. 
Concurrent Validity
Correlations between the IMS and EMS as well as other measures
Measure IMS EMS
Motivation measures
	 IMS - -.15*
	 EMS -.15* -
Prejudice measures
	 Modern Racism Scale (McConahay et al. 1981) -.57** -.22**
	 Pro-black Scale (Katz & Hass, 1988) .24** .03
	 Anti-black Scale (Katz & Hass, 1988) -.48** .12
	 Attitude Toward blacks Scale (Brigham, 1993) .79** -.27**
	 Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale  
(Altemeyer, 1981) -.24** .13*
	 Protestant Work Ethic Scale (Katz & Hass, 1988) -.18* .12
	 Humanitarianism-Egalitarianism Scale  
(Katz & Hass, 1988)
.45** -.09
Social evaluation and self-perception measures
	 Fear of Negative Evaluation Questionnaire  
(Leary, 1983a, & Watson & Friend, 1969) .11 .14*
	 Interaction Anxiousness Scale (Leary, 1983b) -.03 .16*
	 Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale  
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) -.07 -.11
	 Self-Monitoring Scale  
(Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) -.02 -.01
N = 247 
*p < .05; **p < .01
Correlations between the IMS, the EMS, the Attitude Toward blacks Scale 
(ATS), and the Motivation to Control Prejudiced Reactions Scale (MCPR) 
Measure IMS EMS ATS
Motivation to Control Prejudiced Reactions Scale 
(MCPR; Dunton & Fazio, 1997) .22* .36** .20*
	 Concern with acting prejudiced .38** .26* .35**
	 Restraint to avoid dispute -.21** .35** -.20*
Attitude Toward blacks Scale (ATS) (Brigham, 1993) .72** -.33** -
N = 119 
*p < .05; **p < .01
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RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency and Test-Retest Reliability
Cronbach α reliability coefficients of the IMS and EMS across all three 
samples, as well as the IMS and EMS test-retest correlation coefficients
Subscales
Sample 1
( n = 135)
α  = 
Sample 2
(n = 245)
α  = 
Sample 3
(n = 1,352)
α  = 
Test-retest reliability
(sub-sample of 
Sample 3)
(n = 159)
r = 
IMS .85 .84 .81 .77
EMS .79 .76 .80 .60
Comments ■	 The scales measure mostly independent constructs and have good 
convergent and discriminant validity.
	The different studies of this measure support the argument that there 
are distinct internal and external motivations underlying people’s 
desire to avoid prejudiced responses.
	Correlations of the IMS and EMS with measures of racial attitudes 
suggest that traditional attitude measures are more strongly related to 
internal than external motivation to respond without prejudice.
	Although the EMS subscale seems to be somewhat related to 
traditional measures of prejudice and social anxiety, it appears to 
measure something beyond social anxiety.
	During the predictive validation study of Phase 3, where the 
participants were asked to report the extent to which they endorsed 
stereotypes of Blacks, the experimenter was an advanced student at 
the University who was likely to be perceived as a representative 
of the campus and its well-understood non-prejudiced standards. 
When reporting responses directly to this person, it is possible that 
the respondents would be more likely to comply with normative 
expectations and, thus, avoid prejudiced responses.
Bibliography (studies that Amodio, D. M., Harmon-Jones, E., & Devine, P. G. (2003). Individual  
have used the measure) differences in the activation and control of affective race bias as  
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tItle of measuRe accultuRatIVe stRess scale (acs)
Source/Primary reference Salgado de Snyder, V. N. (1987). Factors associated with acculturative    
stress and depressive symptomatology among married Mexican 
immigrant women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 11, 475-488.
Construct measured Stress associated with acculturation
Brief description The ACS scale is a 12-item measure which assesses stressors in the 
familial, marital, social, financial, and environmental domains. For each 
item, the respondent is asked whether she has experienced the potential 
stressful situation in the last three months. If the answer is affirmative, 
people are asked to further respond on a 4-point Likert-type scale to 
indicate the degree of stressfulness in each situation (0 = not stressful at 
all to 4 = very stressful). A high score indicates high stress.
Sample items ■	 Not having enough money to pay debts. 
	Not being able to communicate in English.
	Being discriminated against because of being Mexican.
	Having accented speech in English.
Appropriate for whom   Adult Spanish-speaking immigrant women 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural Spanish translation 
adaptations available
How developed The ACS items were derived from the original 172-item Latin American 
Stress-Inventory (LAS-I) developed by a research group of the Spanish 
Speaking Mental Health Research Center (Cervantes, Padilla, & Salgado 
de Snyder, 1987).
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Psychometric properties study samples
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 140
Description
Selected from the files of 1984-1985 marriage 
licenses of the County of Los Angeles.
Married Mexican immigrant 
women, who are married for 
the first time and not born 
earlier than 1950.
Age
Range 17-49
Mean 25.7
Children 
Children ranging from 2 
months to19 years of age 50%
No children 50%
Religion 
Catholic
Protestants, Baptists, and 
Jehovah’s Witness
87.1%
12.8%
Language 
skills
Fluent in spoken English 21.4%
Speaking knowledge of English 57.8%
Only Spanish and no English 20%
Education
Range 0-20 years
Mean 9.4
Employment 
status 
Housewives 50%
Employment outside homes 50%
- skilled 33%
- semi-skilled 59%
ValIdIty
Concurrent Validity
A significant correlation between acculturative stress and depressive 
symptomatology was observed r = .40, p < .001.
RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency
Cronbach’s α coefficient of the ACS scale was 0.65.
Comments ■	 The measure addresses stresses in multiple domains and could be 
adapted to be more specific to the work setting.
	There were problems locating potential participants and the response 
rate was 21.5%. Due to the limitations of the sampling criteria and a 
self-selection bias, the results of the study must be interpreted with 
caution.
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	The author notes that a strict random sampling procedure is not 
possible when doing research with undocumented immigrants 
because of their clandestine status and fears about the consequences 
of participating in a study.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
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Source/Primary reference Terrell, F., & Terrell, S. (1981). An inventory to measure cultural mistrust 
among blacks. The Western Journal of Black Studies, 5(3), 180-185.
Construct measured Beliefs about the extent to which African Americans should trust Euro-
Americans
Brief description This instrument consists of 48 items, divided into subscales that measure 
mistrust of blacks toward whites in four different domains:
1. Political and legal system
2. Work and business interactions
3. Education and training
4. Interpersonal and social contexts
All items rated on a 9-point scale from 1 = not in the least agree to 9 = 
entirely agree.
Sample items ■	 Whites are usually fair to all people regardless of race. (work/
business)
	Black students can talk to white teachers in confidence without fear 
that the teacher will use it against him or her later. (education)
	Blacks should be suspicious of a white person who tries to be friendly. 
(interpersonal)
	White politicians will promise blacks a lot but deliver little. (political)
Appropriate for whom    African American adults (can be adapted for other minority  
(i.e. which population/s) populations)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed The authors reviewed the literature to develop items covering each of four 
domains: 1) Political and legal system, 2) Work and business interactions, 
3) Education and training, and 4) Interpersonal and social contexts.
Four black psychologists independently rated each item for clarity and 
domain appropriateness. The items that were considered unclear or 
inappropriate were rewritten or eliminated. This process continued until 
all judges agreed on the 81 items that composed the initial Cultural 
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Mistrust Inventory. Then 23 items were eliminated based on their high 
correlation with the Social Desirability Scale (Jackson, 1970). An item 
discrimination analysis led to elimination of 9 additional items that were 
endorsed by most respondents. Finally, one item was eliminated because 
it correlated more highly with another subscale than its own.
Psychometric properties study sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 172
Description African American first- and second-year male college students
ValIdIty
Construct Validity
An F-test was computed between the Racial Discrimination Index 
(Terrell & Miller, 1980) quartile groups and scores on the CMI, to test 
the hypothesis that being a victim of racial discrimination would be 
associated with scores on the CMI; F = 14.01 (p < .001).
Inter-scale correlation coefficients were low (ranging from 0.11 to 0.23), 
supporting the notion of four separate domains.
RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency
Internal reliability was assessed by computing Pearson item-total scale score 
correlations; all items had statistically significant correlations (p = 0.05).
Test-Retest Reliability
Test-retest reliability was measured over a two-week interval (n = 69) 
with a result of 0.86 (statistic not specified).
Comments ■	 Need for further research, including a factor analysis of the domains 
of this inventory.
	Although the measure is somewhat old (1980), most items still seem 
relevant today.
	The study samples were 100% male. It would be important to assess 
applicability and norms for women.
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Source/Primary reference Thompson, C. E., Neville, H., Weathers, P. L., Poston, W. C., & Atkinson, 
D. R. (1990). Cultural mistrust and racism reaction among African 
American students. Journal of College Student Development, 31, 162-168.
Construct measured Sense of being differentially treated
Brief description The inventory includes 6 statements related to a sense of being personally 
threatened, differentially treated, or singled out for differential treatment. 
Each item is rated on a 7-point scale from 1 = strongly agree to 7 = strongly 
disagree.
Sample items ■	 I have to be prepared to deal with a threatening environment.
	Other students are surprised to learn that I have some of the same 
feelings and goals that they have.
Appropriate for whom    Students (can be adapted for use in a work setting) 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Initially, 19 items were chosen from the statements of racism reactions 
made by African American students who participated in a racial 
awareness program at a predominantly white university. The statements 
were reworded to conceal references to race.
Psychometric properties study sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size & Description African American Euro-American
n = 87 n = 70
Gender Female n = 49 n = 39Male n = 37 n = 31
Age Range 17-42Mean (SD) 21 (4.2)
Academic Level
Freshman n = 35
Sophomore n = 41
Junior n = 38
Senior n = 43
ValIdIty
Construct Validity
The scores were compared between African American and Euro-
American students, using t-test for independent means. Scores were 
higher in the former group for 16 of 19 items. Six differences had a 
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statistical significance exceeding a .05 alpha level and were chosen for 
inclusion in RRS.
Questions African 
American: 
Mean (SD)
Euro-
American: 
Mean (SD)
People keep asking me about my 
manner of grooming.
2.7 (1.9) 2.1 (1.8)
I have to be prepared to deal with a 
threatening environment.
4.6 (2.1) 3.3 (1.9)
Other students are surprised to learn 
that I have some of the same feelings 
and goals that they have.
3.6 (2.0) 2.8 (1.7)
When I walk into class, everyone 
turns his or her head to look at me.
3.5 (2.1) 2.4 (1.4)
Professors don’t expect me to perform 
as well as other students.
2.2 (1.6) 1.4 (1.0)
The other students expect me to do 
poorly in our classes.
2.0 (1.5) 1.6 (1.2)
Concurrent Validity
Pearson correlations were calculated between the RRS and the 3 subscales 
of the Cultural Mistrust Inventory (CMI) (Terrell & Terrell, 1981).
CMI Subscale
Interpersonal 
Relations
Education & 
Training Combined
Scale r = r = r = 
RRS .22 .43 .34
Comments ■	 Although the scale was developed for use with students, it could be 
adapted for use with a broader adult working population.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
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Source/Primary reference Utsey, S. O., & Ponterotto, J. G. (1996). Development and validation 
of the Index of Race-Related Stress (IRRS). Journal of Counseling 
Psychology, 43(4), 490-501.
Construct measured Stress associated with specific events of racism and discrimination
Brief description The instrument is a 46-item self-report measure of the stress experienced 
by African Americans as a result of daily racism and discrimination. The 
scale is a multidimensional measure (consisting of 4 subscales and a 
Global Racism measure) that takes into consideration both frequency and 
appraisal.
1. Cultural Racism Subscale - 16 items intended to measure the 
experience of racism when one’s culture is denigrated
2. Institutional Racism subscale -11 items to assess the experience of 
racism embedded in institutional policies
3. Individual Racism subscale - 11 items to assess the experience of 
racism on the interpersonal level
4. Collective Racism subscale - 8 items to assess racism experienced 
as the concerted efforts of whites/non-blacks to restrict African 
Americans’ rights
Respondents are asked to indicate which of the listed events they (or their 
family members) have experienced in their lifetimes. Then the chosen 
events are assessed on a 5-point rating scale ranging from 0 = never 
happened to 4 = event happened and I was extremely upset. Ratings on 
items are summed for total IRRS score.
The Global Racism score is derived by weighting each of the subscales 
and then summing.
Sample items ■	 While shopping at the store, the sales clerk assumed that you couldn’t 
afford certain items (i.e., you were directed toward items on sale). 
(Individual racism)
	You have attempted to hail a cab, but they refused to stop; you think 
because you are black. (Collective racism)
	You seldom hear or read anything positive about black people on 
radio, TV, newspapers or in history books. (Cultural racism)
	You did not get the job you applied for although you were well 
qualified; you suspect because you are black. (Institutional racism)
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tItle of measuRe Index of Race-Related stRess (IRRs)
Appropriate for whom    African-American adults (can be adapted for other minority  
(i.e. which population/s) populations)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed The initial items were developed based on interviews with male and 
female African Americans from various backgrounds, literature review, 
and the personal life experience of the first investigator (an African 
American male). A total of 74 items reflecting experiences of racism and 
discrimination were generated, then placed on a 5-point scale. The scale 
range was 1 = no reaction to 5 = rage. Respondents had to rate only the 
events they had experienced. Further analysis of two population samples 
(described below) yielded a final version of the scale with 46 items.
Psychometric properties study samples
Participants Study 1 Study 2 Study 3
Sample Overall Overall Subsample Sample 1 Sample 2
Sample Size n = 302 n = 310 n = 31 n = 31 n = 19
Description African Americans
African 
Americans
23 whites
8 Asians
African 
American 
college 
students
African 
Americans 
from an 
adult 
education 
program
Age
Range 18-61 17-76 17-76 - -
M (SD) 26.77 (9.02)
23.38 
(7.74)
23.38 
(3.79)
20.48 
(3.78)
29.42 
(9.42)
Gender
Female 167 (55%) 207 (67%) 16 (55%) 21 (67%) 15 (79%)
Male 115 (38%) 92 (30%) 15 (45%) 9 (29%) 4 (21%)
Missing 19 (7%) 11 (3%) 1 (3%)
ValIdIty
Content Validity
The authors conducted a focus group composed of 5 African Americans 
to evaluate the content validity of the initial items. As a result, the Likert-
type scale was modified to 1 = no reaction to 4 = extremely upset by the 
event. Some items were rewritten and some omitted.
In the next step, five additional experts judged the domain appropriateness 
of each item.
A pilot study was conducted throughout the U.S. (n = 377: 203 women, 
163 men, 11 unknown). This resulted in adding another point (0 = this 
never happened to me) to the existing Likert scale.
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Construct Validity
Pilot Study: Principal components analysis on 67 items showed that up to 
four components were interpretable.
Component 1: cultural racism
Component 2: institutional-level racism
Component 3: individual-level racism
Component 4: collective racism (extension of Essed, 1990).
The researchers performed 1-, 2-, 3-, 4-component extractions with both 
oblique and orthogonal methods. Items with loadings of .35 or higher on a 
single factor were retained, yielding 59 questions.
Study 1 assessed the principal-component structure of the revised 
scale. The most interpretable and conceptually supported was the four-
component orthogonal solution, which accounted for 38% of the common 
variance. As a result of these findings, 13 items were eliminated from the 
scale.
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients among the subscales 
of the IRRS were low to moderate, supporting conceptualization of 
the subscales as distinct measures of the stress experienced by African 
Americans.
Subscale
2 3 4
Subscale r = r = r = 
1 Cultural Racism .42** .56** .30**
2 Institutional Racism .57** .58**
3 Individual Racism .39**
4 Collective Racism
**p < .01
Study 2: A confirmatory factor analysis of the scale component structure 
was conducted to investigate the construct validity of the scale. Subscale 
inter-correlation coefficients remained low to moderate, as in Study 1.
Concurrent Validity
Study 2: IRRS scores were compared with a second measure of racism 
(Racism and Life Experience Scale - RaLES-B, Harrell, 1994) and with 
a second measure of perceived stress (Perceived Stress Scale – PSS, 
Cohen, Karmarck, & Mermelstein, 1983). The IRRS subscales and the 
global (total z-weighted) scores were generally strongly associated with 
subscales of RaLES-B and the PSS, using Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficients:
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IRRS RaLES-B(n = 57)
PSS
(n = 51)
Scale Self Group Global
Cultural Racism .04 .46** .29* .31*
Institutional Racism .39** .36** .44** .15
Individual Racism .23* .31** .31** .24*
Collective Racism .25* -.02 .15 .09
Global Racism .30* .38** .39** .24*
*p < .05; **p < .01
IRRS subscale scores were compared between black and 31 non-black 
(white and Asian) respondents, using multivariate analysis of variance. 
Blacks scored significantly higher on each IRRS subscale (all p-values 
< 0.01).
RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency
Internal consistency was high for each IRRS subscale.
Scale Study 1:Cronbach’s α
Study 2:
Cronbach’s α
Cultural Racism .87 .89
Institutional Racism .85 .82
Individual Racism .84 .84
Collective Racism .79 .74
Test-Retest Reliability
Test-retest reliability was assessed in Study 3 over a three-week interval 
for the first sample and a two-week interval for the second sample.
Scale Sample 1
Reliability Coefficients
Sample 2
Reliability Coefficients
Cultural Racism .77 .58
Institutional Racism .69 .71
Individual Racism .61 .54
Collective Racism .79 .75
Comments ■	 Appears to be a reliable and valid measure.
	Addresses the multidimensionality of the experience of race-related 
stress.
Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
Race, Racism, Ethnicity, Racial Discrimination & Related Measures
tItle of measuRe Index of Race-Related stRess (IRRs)
117
	The Institutional Racism subscale, which actually appears to assess 
individuals’ experiences of institutional practices, has the items most 
relevant to workplace issues.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Shawn Utsey & Joseph Ponterotto
Psychological and Educational Services
Fordham University at Lincoln Center
New York, NY 10023, USA
e-mail: utsey@mary.fordham.edu
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TiTle of measure race-relaTed sTress
Source/Primary reference Williams, D. R., Yu, Y., Jackson, J. S., & Anderson, N. B. (1997). Racial 
differences in physical and mental health. Journal of Health Psychology, 
2(3), 335-351.
Construct measured Experiences of lifetime discrimination and everyday discrimination
Brief description The 12-item instrument includes two sets of questions:
1. Discrimination (3 items, count ranging from “none” to “three or more 
events”)
2. Everyday Discrimination (9 items, rated from “never” to “often”) 
(based on Essed, 1991)
Following each section, respondents are asked to rank the three most 
common reasons for their unfair treatment from a list of nine possible 
reasons.
Sample items Lifetime Experiences of Discrimination:
Do you think you have ever been unfairly:
	not been hired for a job?
	fired or denied promotion?
	stopped, searched, questioned, physically threatened, or abused by 
police?
Everyday Discrimination:
How often:
	are you treated with less courtesy than others?
	do you receive poorer service than others in restaurants?
	do people act as if you are not smart?
	are people afraid of you?
Appropriate for whom   Adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Items were written by the study authors. No additional detail is provided.
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tItle of measuRe Race-Related stRess
Psychometric properties study sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 1,106
Description
Adults residing in Wayne, Oakland, and 
Macomb Counties in Michigan, including the 
city of Detroit
Age Range 18 years and older
Gender Not reported†
Race/Ethnicity‡ Black n = 586White n = 520
†While the gender breakdown of the sample was not reported, gender 
was “controlled for” in regression analyses reported in the article.
‡Although respondents included a total of 33 Asians, Native 
Americans, and Hispanics, data from these participants were excluded 
from analyses.
RelIabIlIty
Internal Consistency
Subscale Cronbach’s α = 
Everyday Discrimination Scale .88
Comments ■	 The Everyday Discrimination scale was associated cross-sectionally 
with four different indicators of health status and accounted for a large 
proportion of the differences in health between blacks and Whites, 
beyond the effect of socioeconomic status (Williams et al., 1997).
	Others have reworded questions to improve clarity (e.g Hughes & 
Johnson, 2001).
	More psychometric assessment is needed.
Bibliography (studies that Hughes, D., & Johnson, D. (2001). Correlates in children’s  
have used the measure) experiences of parents’ racial socialization behaviors. Journal of   
 Marriage and Family, 63(4), 981-996.
Taylor, J., & Turner, R. J. (2002). Perceived discrimination, social stress, 
and depression in the transition to adulthood: Racial contrasts. Social 
Psychology Quarterly, 65(3), 213-225.
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Contact Information David Williams
Department of Sociology
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, MI 48106-1248, USA
Tel: 734-936-0649
e-mail: wildavid@isr.umich.edu
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Sexism & Sex Discrimination
TiTle of measure SexiSt AttitudeS towArd women ScAle (SAtwS)
Source/Primary reference Benson, P., & Vincent, S. (1980). Development and validation of the 
Sexist Attitudes Toward Women Scale (SATWS). Psychology of Women 
Quarterly, 5, 276-291.
Construct measured Tendency toward and support for sexist attitudes
Brief description This scale includes 40 items. Each item is rated on a 7-point scale from 
“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” (high score = high sexism).
The items concern 6 content areas:
1. Attitudes that women are genetically inferior (emotionally, 
biologically, intellectually) to men
2. Belief for the premise that men are entitled to greater power, prestige, 
and social advantage
3. Hostility toward women who engage in traditionally masculine roles 
and behaviors or who fail to fulfill traditional female roles
4. Lack of support and empathy for the women’s liberation movement 
and the issues involved in such a movement
5. Use of derogatory labels and restrictive stereotypes in describing 
women
6. Evaluation of women on the basis of attractiveness information and 
willingness to treat women as sexual objects
24 items are sexist remarks and 16 are non-sexist ones (requiring inverse 
scoring).
Sample items ■	 I think that men are instinctually more competitive than women.
	 I see nothing wrong with men who are primarily interested in a 
women’s body.
Appropriate for whom    Adult women and men 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed The authors define sexist attitudes toward women as “attitudes that 
function to place females in a position of relative inferiority to males 
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TiTle of measure SexiSt AttitudeS towArd women ScAle (SAtwS)
by limiting women’s social, political, economic, and psychological 
development” (p. 278). Items were written by the authors to reflect 
multiple hypothesized dimensions of sexism toward women, then refined 
through pilot testing.
On the basis of feminist literature and discussion with feminists, the 
authors identified 7 components of sexism toward women. Then, together 
with 3 colleagues they wrote 20-21 items to assess each of these 7 
components. The resulting 141 items were administered to a development 
sample:
Development Sample Demographics
Sample Size n = 886
Description 482 college students; 402 non-college adults
Gender Female n = 487Male n = 399
Race/Ethnicity Not Reported
As a result, 91 items were retained from the original poll of 141 
items. Two of the original 7 components were merged together, thus 
obtaining the 6 components included in the scale. From the pool of 
91 items, the authors chose 10 items for each component, obtaining a 
60-item scale. Using the data from the original development sample 
of 886 people, the authors performed scale intercorrelations. As a 
result, the 60 items were collapsed into the final single 40-item scale. 
Using again the data from the development sample relative to the 40 
retained items, Cronbach’s α was calculated to assess SATWS internal 
consistency. The coefficient obtained was very high: .91.
Psychometric properties Study SAmpleS
Participants Study 1 Study 2
Sample Size & 
Description
Students
Non-students
n = 80
n = 72
n = 58
Non-student adults
Age
Range 28-74 -
Mean - 42.7
Gender
Students
Female n = 40 -
Male n = 40 -
Non-students
Female n = 38 n = 30
Male n = 34 n = 28
Race/Ethnicity Not reported Not reported
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VAlidity
Content Validity
The authors point out that the scale content validity is enhanced by the 
fact that it covers a wider range of content areas than other scales that 
measure sex-role stereotypes or attitudes toward women.
The SATWS was not contaminated by social desirability as measured by the 
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960).
Construct Validity
Overall, SATWS appears to have a very good construct validity:
	 It was correlated as expected with attitudinal and behavioral self-
report measures in other domains (e.g., literature preferences, driving 
frequency relative to spouse/partner/lover, making personality 
attributions as a function of physical appearance).
	 It was not correlated with constructs where not expected: social 
responsibility, creativity, and social desirability (divergent validity).
Concurrent Validity
The SATWS was correlated with other scales that seek to measure similar 
constructs:
	The Attitudes Toward Women Scale (AWS; Spence & Helmreich, 1972)
	Sex-role stereotypes as measured by a short form of the Personal 
Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1974)
	Support for the women’s liberation movement (Women’s Liberation 
Movement Scale - WLM; Tavris, 1973)
Scale SATWS
ATWS .36**
PAQ -.65**
WLM .68**
**p<.01
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reliAbility
Internal Consistency
The SATWS had high internal consistency and reliability for both college 
students and nonstudent adults:
Scale Student Sampleα = 
Non-student 
Sample
α = 
SATWS .90 .93
Comments ■	 SATWS appears to be a better measure for sexism than scales that 
assess only one or two of the components of sexism.
	 Internal consistency, content validity, and construct validity of 
SATWS were very good; no data were available for test-retest 
reliability.
	The ethnic/racial make-up of the sample was not reported. It would 
be useful to assess its validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/racial 
groups.
Bibliography (studies that Schram, P. (1998). Stereotypes about vocational programming for  
have used the measure) female inmates. Prison Journal, 78(8) 244.
Contact Information Peter L. Benson
Search Institute
Thresher Sq West
700 S. Third St.
Minneapolis, MN  55415, USA
Tel: 612-376-8955
e-mail: peterb@search-institute.org
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Source/Primary reference Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The ambivalent sexism inventory: 
Differentiating hostile and benevolent sexism. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 70(3), 491-512.
Construct measured Hostile and benevolent sexism toward women
Brief description The ASI consists of 22 items divided into two subscales:
1. Hostile sexism subscale covers three categories:
	Dominative paternalism
	Competitive gender differentiation
	Heterosexual hostility
2. Benevolent sexism subscale covers three categories:
	Protective paternalism
	Complementary gender differentiation
	Heterosexual intimacy
Each subscale consists of 11 items and is rated on a 6-point rating scale 
from 0 = disagree strongly to 5 = agree strongly.
Sample items Hostile Sexism (HS):
	The world would be a better place if women supported men more and 
criticized them less.
	A wife should not be significantly more successful in her career than 
her husband.
	There are many women who get a kick out of teasing men by seeming 
sexually available and then refusing male advances.
Benevolent Sexism (BS):
	Every woman should have a man to whom she can turn for help in 
times of trouble.
	Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess.
	People are not truly happy in life unless they are romantically 
involved with a member of the other sex.
Appropriate for whom    Adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
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Translations & cultural There are multiple versions: 
adaptations available Turkish, German, Dutch, Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, Chinese,  
 Korean, Japanese
How developed The researchers developed 140 statements to represent the conceptual 
categories derived from their theoretical analysis. Items were included 
to assess subjective positive feelings men have toward women. Nine 
items were adapted from Katz and Hass’s (1988) Pro-black Scale, 
converting the target group to women (e.g., Women do not have the 
same employment opportunities that men do). Several items expressed 
recognition of continuing discrimination against women (e.g., Popular 
culture is very sexist). Six obviously correct/incorrect statements were 
included to assess validity and response biases (e.g., Few secretarial jobs 
are held by women).
Based on the results of an initial study, items with extreme means, based 
on cutoffs of 1or less and 4 or more, were excluded. Items excluded 
included the 6 validity items and 22 other items. The remaining 22 items 
were chosen on the basis of:
a. the items’ tendency to load consistently highly on the HS and BS factors 
that emerged in the separate factor analyses for men and women.
b. maintaining diversity in the various aspects of sexism apparently 
tapped by the items.
c. consistent performance by the items in subsequent studies (Studies 1 
to 4 described below).
Psychometric properties Study SAmpleS
Participants Study 1 Study 2 Study 3
Sample Size n = 833 n = 171 n = 937
Description
Students from 
3 universities; 
2 in MA & 1 in 
Midwest
Students 
from 1 
university in 
MA
Students 
from 1 
university 
in MA
Age Mean 19.5-20.7 Similar to Study 1†
Similar to 
Studies 1 
& 2
Gender Female n = 480 n = 94 n = 541Male n = 353 n = 77 n = 396
Race/Ethnicity White 76-86%‡ Similar to Study 1† 81%‡
Asian 6%
†Authors state that although age and ethnicity were not recorded, the 
sample appears to be similar to the sample in Study 1.
‡ No additional race/ethnicity detail is reported.
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Age Range 18-77 Similar to Study 2†
Median 34
Participants Study 4 Study 5 Study 6
Sample Size n = 144 n = 112 n = 85
Description
Non-student 
adults 
recruited in 
MA
Non-student 
adults 
recruited 
in MA and 
Midwest
Students from 
1 university in 
MA
Gender Female n = 72 n = 76 n = 41Male n = 72 n = 36 n = 44
Race/
Ethnicity White 83%‡
Similar to 
Study 2†
†Authors state that sample 6 is similar in characteristics to the sample 
in Study 2.
‡No additional race/ethnicity detail is reported.
VAlidity
Content Validity
Study 2: In order to control for socially desirable responses, participants 
completed both the ASI and the Balanced Inventory of Desirable 
Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1988). ASI was not related to the Self-
Deception scale but showed a significant correlation with the BIDR 
Impression Management scale.
Construct Validity
To assess construct validity of the two scales, participants in Studies 4-6 
were given a semantic differential scale used by Eagly et al. (1991) to 
measure attitudes toward specific social groups. The authors predicted 
that HS would be correlated with negative attitudes toward women 
and BS would be correlated with positive attitudes toward women. As 
expected, the overall ASI score did not predict general attitudes toward 
women. Also as predicted, for men in the nonstudent samples (Studies 4 
and 5) the two subscales had the opposite relationships to attitude toward 
women. In these two studies, the more men expressed positive attitudes 
toward women, the more benevolent and the less hostile sexism they 
expressed. Corresponding correlations were not found in the student 
sample (Study 6), and the results for women were less consistent.
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Expected differences between women and men were found in all six 
studies (all F’s > 4.82, p<.05), with men scoring higher than women on 
both subscales.
Concurrent Validity
In the second study, participants completed four scales that measure 
sexism and hostility toward women:
	Attitudes Toward Women Scale (AWS; Spence & Helmreich, 1972)
	Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995)
	The Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995)
	Rape Myth Acceptance Scale (RMA; Burt, 1980)
The ASI showed moderate correlations with most of the other measures of 
sexism:
ASI Scale AWS
Old-fashioned 
sexism
Modern 
sexism RMA
ASI .63** .42** .57** .54**
 HS .68** .48** .65** .61**
 BS .40** .24** .33** .32**
Controlling for Impression Management
ASI .61** .38** .62** .54**
HS .67** .44** .70** .61**
BS .38** .19** .36** .31**
HS controlling for BS .60** .43** .60** .55**
BS controlling for HS .04 -.03 -.06 -.02
**p < .01
Cross-Cultural Validity
Glick et al. (2000) administered the ASI in 19 nations. The complex factor 
structure of the ASI (HS and BS with 3 subfactors) was replicated in 
confirmatory factor analyses (the preferred model was the best fit in 16 of 
the 19 nations). In 12 nations in which spontaneous stereotypes of women 
were measured, HS predicted negative and BS predicted positive valences 
in stereotypic traits. Despite the relationship of BS to subjectively positive 
images of women, national averages on BS (as well as on HS) scores 
were negatively related to national indicators of gender equality.
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reliAbility
Internal Consistency
Scale
Study 1
α = 
Study 2
α = 
Study 3
α = 
Study 4
α = 
Study 5
α = 
Study 6
α = 
ASI .92 .88 .83 .83 .87 .90
 HS .92 .87 .80 .87 .91 .89
 BS .85 .75 .77 .78 .73 .83
The Benevolent Sexism subscale consistently presents lower alpha 
coefficients, which can be explained by the limited number of items, 
considering its multidimensional nature.
Comments ■	 In cross-national comparisons, BS and HS negatively predict national 
indicators of gender equality (which included health-related measures 
such as gender differences in longevity).
	Has been shown to be reliable and valid for cross-cultural use.
	The U.S. study samples were predominantly white. It would be useful 
to have more information about the scale’s validity and reliability for 
multiple ethnic/racial groups within the U.S.
Bibliography (studies that  Glick, P., et al. (2000). Beyond prejudice as simple antipathy: Hostile  
have used the measure) and benevolent sexism across cultures. Journal of Personality and  
 Social Psychology, 79, 763-775.
Glick, P., Diebold, J., Bailey-Werner, B., & Zhu, L. (1997). The two faces 
of Adam: Ambivalent sexism and polarized attitudes toward women. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23, 1323-1334.
Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory: 
Differentiating hostile and benevolent sexism. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 70, 491-512.
Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (2001). An ambivalent alliance: Hostile 
and benevolent sexism as complementary justifications for gender 
inequality. American Psychologist, 56(2), 109-118.
Glick, P., Sakalli-Ugurlu, N. & Ferreira, M. (2002). Ambivalent sexism 
and attitudes toward wife abuse in Turkey and Brazil. Psychology of 
Women Quarterly, 26(4), 292-297.
Contact Information No cost, but permission to use the AMI is required for commercial uses. 
Contact Peter Glick.  
e-mail: glickp@lawrence.edu
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Source/Primary reference Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1999). The ambivalence toward men inventory. 
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 23(3), 519-536.
Construct measured Women’s hostile and benevolent prejudices toward men
Brief description The AMI consists of 20 items divided into two subscales:
1. Hostility toward men (HM)
2. Benevolence toward men (BM)
Each subscale addresses three subfactors of male structural power:
1. paternalism/maternalism
2. gender differentiation
3. sexuality
The responses on a 6-point rating scale range from 0 = strongly disagree 
to 5 = strongly agree.
Sample items Hostility toward Men
	Men will always fight for greater control in society.
	Most men are really like children.
	When in positions of power, men sexually harass women.
Benevolence toward Men
	Even if both work, women should take care of men at home.
	Men are more willing to risk self to protect others.
	Every woman needs a male partner who will cherish her.
Appropriate for whom    Adults| 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural Has been used successfully in cross-cultural work (Glick et al., 2003) 
adaptations available
How developed This instrument aims to measure women’s hostile and benevolent 
prejudices and stereotypes about men. Theoretical analysis led the authors 
to distinguish between two dimensions of the phenomenon: 1) Hostility 
toward men (which taps Resentment of paternalism, Compensatory 
Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
Sexism & Sex Discrimination
133
TiTle of measure the AmbiVAlence towArd men inVentory (Ami)
gender differences, and Heterosexual hostility) and 2) Benevolence 
toward men (which taps Materialism, Complementary gender differences, 
and Heterosexual intimacy).
The authors conducted three studies to develop AMI. In the first, 
respondents answered 133 questions rated on a five-point Likert-type 
scale. Many of these items were inspired by discussions of a small group 
of women who recorded their attitudes toward men in the absence of the 
researchers. Study 1 was used to select 32 items that most cleanly loaded 
on the separate factors, and would be used in the following studies. 
Further analysis reduced the items of the scale to 20.
Psychometric properties Study SAmpleS: Three studies established AMI’s psychometric properties.
Participants Study 1 Study 2 Study 3
Sample Size n = 480 n = 208 n = 266
Description
Students from 3 
universities; 2 in MA 
& 1 in Midwest
Students from 
1 university in 
MA
Nonstudent 
adults from 
the Midwest
Age Range >90%17 – 24
Similar to 
Study 1† 16 – 86
Median Women ‡ ‡ 44
Median Men ‡ ‡ 48
Gender Female n = 333 n = 134 n = 164Male n = 147 n = 74 n = 102
Race/ 
Ethnicity
White 86.5% Similar to Study 1† 95%
Asian 4% 3%
Hispanic 1.4% <1%
Native American 1% ‡
African American 1.2% 1.4%
Unspecified 5.9% ‡
†Authors state that the sample is similar to the sample in Study 1.
‡Not reported
VAlidity
Construct Validity
The complex structure of the AMI (HM and BM subscales each with 3 
subfactors) was replicated in 11/12 nations with sufficient sample size 
for confirmatory factor analysis (Glick et al., 2003). HM (negatively) 
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and BM (positively) predicted the valence of stereotypes toward men 
in the 6 nations in which this has been tested (Glick & Fiske, 1999; 
Glick et al., 2003).
reliAbility
Internal Consistency
Internal consistency was established in Studies 1 through 3.
Scale Cronbach’s α Range
HM .81 - .86
BM .79 - .83
Overall .83 - .87
The AMI scales are highly reliable. Average alpha coefficients in a 16-
nation study were .76 for HM and .77 for BM (Glick et al., 2003).
Comments ■	 Average HM and BM scores are negatively related to national 
indicators of gender equality in cross-national comparisons, which 
include measures, such as longevity, that are related to health (Glick 
et al., 2003). These data suggest that HM, despite being associated 
with negative stereotypes of men, justifies gender inequality (by 
characterizing men as arrogant, yet powerful).
	Good evidence of cross-cultural reliability and validity. 
Bibliography (studies that Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1999). The ambivalence toward men  
have used the measure) inventory. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 23(3), 519-536.
Glick, P., Lameiras, M., & Castro, Y. R. (2002). Education and Catholic 
religiosity as predictors of hostile and benevolent sexism toward women 
and men. Sex Roles, 47, 433-441.
Glick, P. et al. (2003). Hostile as well as Benevolent Attitudes Toward 
Men Predict Gender Hierarchy: A 16-Nation Study. Lawrence University, 
Appleton, WI. Manuscript submitted for publication.
Contact Information No cost, but permission to use the AMI is required for commercial uses.  
Contact Peter Glick.  
e-mail: glickp@lawrence.edu
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Source/Primary reference Klonoff, E. A., & Landrine, H. (1995). The schedule of sexist events.     
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 19(4), 430-472.
Construct measured Lifetime and recent sexist discrimination in women’s lives
Brief description The SSE is a self-report inventory containing 20 items that are each rated 
in three different ways: once for the frequency in the last year, another 
time for the frequency in the respondent’s lifetime, and a third time for 
appraising the stressfulness of each event. Response options range from 
1 = the event never happened to me, to 6 = the event happens all of the 
time for the first two subscales, and 1 = not at all stressful to 6 = very 
stressful, for the third subscale.
Sample items ■	 How many times have you been treated unfairly by your employer, 
boss or supervisor because you are a woman?
	How many times were you forced to take drastic steps (such as filing 
a grievance, filing a lawsuit, quitting your job, moving away and other 
actions) to deal with some sexist thing that was done to you?
Appropriate for whom    Adult women  
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed The authors developed 23 items for the scale based on input from women 
in a variety of contexts. Women were approached on a college campus, in 
nine small office buildings, and while waiting in a local airport and were 
asked to complete an anonymous survey. During the data analysis, three 
items did not load on any factor, so they were omitted from the scale, 
yielding a final scale with 20 items.
Psychometric properties  Study SAmple
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 631
Age
Range 18-73
M (SD) 32.14 (11.74)
Median 29
Gender Female 100%
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Race/Ethnicity
Black n = 38
Latina n = 117
Asian American n = 25
White n = 403
Other n = 46
Participants Demographics
Education
College or Graduate Degree n = 119
Some College n = 340
High School or Less n = 129
Income Range $0 - $400,000
M (SD) $34,058 ($34,370)
Marital Status
Single n = 292
Married n = 238
Widowed/Separated/
Divorced n = 101
VAlidity
Construct Validity
The data were entered in a principal components analysis with an 
orthogonal rotation and factors retained based on an eigenvalue equal to 
or greater than 1.00. Four factors emerged from the analysis, accounting 
for 58.8% of the variance:
	Sexist degradation and its consequences (I)
	Sexism in distant relationships (II)
	Sexism in close relationships (III)
	Sexist discrimination in the workplace (IV)
Concurrent Validity
SSE was compared to two measures of frequency of stressful events: the 
Psychiatric Epidemiology Research Interview-Life Events Scale (PERI-
LES; Dohrenwend, Krasnoff, Askenasy, & Dohrenwend, 1978) and 
the Hassles Frequency Scale (Hassles–F; Kanner, Coyne, Schaeffer, & 
Lazarus, 1981).
SSE–Recent PERI–LES Hassles–F 
Scale r = r = r = 
SSE–Lifetime .75 .27 .24
SSE–Recent .27 .24
PERI–LES .32
Note: All correlations are significant at p < .00005
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SSE Factors
I II III IV TOTAL
Scale r = r = r = r = r = 
Lifetime 
 Hassles–F .21 .19 .22 .22 .24
 PERI–LES .26 .23 .21 .17 .27
Recent
 Hassles–F .19 .20 .17 .23 .29
 PERI–LES .28 .15 .19 .18 .27
reliAbility
Internal Consistency
Internal consistency reliability was calculated for all the subscales of the 
SSE Lifetime and Recent
SSE–Lifetime Cronbach’s α	=	
Sexist degradation and its consequences .89
Sexism in distant relationships .82
Sexism in close relationships .67
Sexist discrimination in workplace .68
TOTAL .92
SSE–Recent Cronbach’s α	=	
Sexist degradation and its consequences .88
Sexism in distant relationships .74
Sexist discrimination in workplace .70
Sexism in close relationships .61
TOTAL .90
Test-Retest Reliability
Test-retest reliability was not considered an adequate way to assess the 
reliability of the scales since a single event occurring on a day would 
change the scores of both scales. However, a test-retest analysis was 
conducted with a small sample of 50 college women, over an interval of 
two weeks.
Scale r = 
SSE-Lifetime .70**
SSE-Recent .63**
**p < .01
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Split-half reliability was deemed to be the best way to assess the test-
retest reliability of both SSE-Lifetime and SSE-Recent scales.
Scale r = 
SSE-Lifetime .87***
SSE-Recent .83***
***p < .001
Comments ■	 Evidence that experiences of sexism as measured by the SSE are 
related to both physical and mental health of women.
	The sample contained only a small number of African American 
and Asian American women. The factor structure might have been 
different if the sample were more ethnically and racially diverse.
	The lack of information about the women’s appraisal of the 
stressfulness of sexist events is a limitation of the scale.
Bibliography (studies that Klonoff, E., Landrine, H., & Campbell, R. (2000). Sexist  
have used the measure) discrimination may account for well-known gender differences in  
 psychiatric symptoms. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 24, 93-99.
Landrine, H., Klonoff, E., Gibbs, J., Manning, V., & Lund, M. (1995). 
Physical and psychiatric correlates of gender discrimination: An 
application of the Schedule of Sexist Events. Psychology of Women 
Quarterly, 19, 473-492.
Yoder, J.,& McDonald, T. (1998). Measuring sexist discrimination in the 
workplace:  Support for the validity of the Schedule of Sexist Events. 
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 22, 487-491.
Contact Information Elizabeth A. Klonoff
Department of Psychology
San Diego State University
5500 Campanile Drive
San Diego, CA 92182-4611, USA
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Source/Primary reference Pinel, E. C. (1999) Stigma consciousness: The psychological legacy of 
social stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76(1), 
114-128.
Construct measured The extent to which people focus on their stereotyped status
Brief description The SCQ (originally designed for use with women) can be modified for 
use with any stereotyped group. It predicts perceptions of discrimination 
as well as many negative consequences of discrimination (e.g., impaired 
performance, disidentification, and lowered self-esteem). The SCQ 
consists of 10 items on a rating scale from 0 = disagree strongly to 6 = 
agree strongly. 7 items are reverse scored.
Sample items Examples from SCQ for Women:
	Stereotypes about women have not affected me personally.
	When interacting with men, I feel like they interpret all my behaviors 
in terms of the fact that I am a woman.
	Most men have a lot more sexist thoughts than they actually express.
Appropriate for whom Adults, although one could theoretically modify the scale for use with  
(i.e. which population/s) children.
Translations & cultural None currently 
adaptations available
How developed The initial version of the scale was the SCQ for women. The 16 original 
items were written to span two broad content areas: 1) women’s 
phenomenological experiences when interacting with men, and 2) beliefs 
about how men view women. At the end of Study 1, 10 items of the 
original questionnaire were retained.
Studies 2, 3, 4, and 5 provide evidence for the scale’s psychometric 
properties. Studies 3 and 4 tested the generalizability of the construct to 
gays and lesbians and ethnic/racial minority groups. Study 6 illustrated 
some consequences of stigma consciousness.
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Psychometric properties Study SAmpleS
Participants Study 1 Study 2 Study 3
Sample Size n = 753 n = 86 (phase 1)n = 57 (phase 2) n = 66
Description
Female 
introductory 
psychology 
students
Female 
introductory 
psychology 
students. 44 
women who 
completed phase 
1 participated in 
phase 2.
Gay men 
and lesbians 
recruited 
at the 1997 
Gay Pride 
Festival, 
San Diego, 
California
Age Mean 19.5-20.7 19 not known
Gender
Female n = 753 n = 94 n = 27
Male n = 0 n = 77 n = 23
Race/Ethnicity
(when indicated) White n = 472 n =  46
Black n = 62 n = 6
Asian n = 83 n = 8
Hispanic n = 101 n = 11
Native 
American n = 4 n = 4
Participants Study 4 Study 5 Study 6
Sample Size n = 337 n = 393 n = 81
Description
Introductory 
psychology 
students
23 gay men and 
27 lesbians who 
participated in Study 3. 
142 men, 201 women, 
200 Whites and 21 
Blacks who participated 
in Study 4.
Female 
college 
students
Age Mean Not known Not known
Similar to 
Studies
1 & 2
Gender
Female n = 201 n = 228 n = 541
Male n = 136 n = 165 n = 396
Race/Ethnicity
(when indicated) White n = 198 n =  200 81%
Black n = 21 n = 21 6%
Asian n = 63
Hispanic n = 53
Native 
American
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VAlidity
Construct Validity 
Study 1: A principal-axis factor analysis with varimax rotation was 
conducted for the initial 16 SCQ items. Only one factor with an 
eigenvalue of 2.92 emerged, accounting for 83% of the common variance 
and 11% of the total variance. 10 SCQ items that loaded .33 or higher on 
the single factor were retained.
Another principal-axis factor analysis was conducted for the retained 
10-item scale. Again, one factor emerged accounting for 96.5% of the 
common variance and 24% of the total variance. All 10 items loaded 
.32 or higher on the single factor, with 0.48 average loading value.
The 10-item SCQ scale was administered to a new sample of 302 female 
introductory psychology students. Again, principal-axis factor analysis 
was conducted, and, similarly, one factor was revealed that accounted for 
91% of the common variance and 23% of the total variance.
Study 2: To provide further evidence for construct validity, correlations 
between stigma consciousness, as measured in both Phase 1 and Phase 
2, and various measures of discrimination were computed. Women high 
in stigma consciousness are more likely than women low in stigma 
consciousness to perceive discrimination at the group, average, and 
personal levels.
SCQ
Measure Phase 1 Phase 2
Group Discrimination .36*a .48**b
Average Discrimination .33*a .50**c
Personal Discrimination .37*a .48**b
an = 44; bn = 57; cn = 56
*p < .05; **p < .01
Study 3: SCQ was adapted for gay men and lesbians. A factor analysis 
resulted in one factor accounting for 74% of common variance.
Study 4: One of the goals of Study 4 was to examine whether the 
stigma consciousness construct is distinct from those of group identity 
and group consciousness. Factor analysis was conducted on SCQ for 
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Women, Sensitivity to Sexism scale (Henderson-King & Steward, 
1997), and Revelation and Embeddedness subscales of Rickard’s 
(1987) Feminist Identity scale. This analysis yielded four factors with 
eigenvalues of greater than 2. Consistent with the claim that stigma 
consciousness represents a unique factor, items 1-7 of the SCQ for 
Women loaded .3 or higher on one single factor and only one of these 
seven items loaded on any of the other factors. Two SCQ items loaded 
on the factor associated with items from the Revelation subscale, and 
the one remaining factor loaded on the factor associated with items 
from the Sensitivity to Sexism.
Concurrent Validity
Study 2: Various other scales were administered to examine whether 
the SCQ for Women correlates with measures that reveal how women 
who are high in stigma consciousness (i) express concern over how 
others view them and (ii) are attentive to signs of sexism. Self-
Consciousness Scale (SCS-scale; Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975) 
and Modern Sexism Scale (Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter,1995) were 
administered. SCS-scale consists of three subscales: a Private Self-
Consciousness subscale, a Public Self-Consciousness subscale, and a 
Social Anxiety subscale. 
Correlations between the SCQ for Women with other measures described 
above
Measure SCQr = 
Modern Sexism Scale - .28 **
Private Self-Consciousness .13
Public Self-Consciousness .36 *
n = 86; *p < .05; **p < .01
Study 3: To examine the validity of the SCQ for gay men and 
lesbians, it was administered along with Fenigstein et al.’s (1975) 
Self-Consciousness Scale (SCS) and four measures of perceived 
discrimination.
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Correlations of the SCQ and other measures
Measure SCQ for Gays and Lesbiansr = 
Private Self-Consciousness .33 **
Public Self-Consciousness .33 **
Group discrimination
   Lesbians .34 **
   Gay men .33 **
   Gay men and lesbians .50 **
Personal discrimination .57 **
Lesbian, gay men, and self-discrimination measures, n = 62. For group 
gay men and lesbian discrimination measure, n = 61.
** p < .01
Study 4: Men and women of five different races completed two SCQs, 
one pertaining to their race and one pertaining to their sex. Analyses 
similar to those in previous studies were conducted.
Measure
SCQ for Sex
Men
n = 136
r = 
Women
n = 198
r = 
Private Self-Consciousness .23 ** .31 **
Public Self-Consciousness .09 .30 **
Discrimination
   Group .19** .28**
   Average .22* .29**
   Personal .29** .36**
Measure
SCQ for Race
Whites
n = 197
r = 
Blacks
N = 21
r = 
Asians
n = 63
r = 
Hispanics
n = 53
r = 
Private Self-Consciousness .24** .06 .28* .12
Public Self-Consciousness .16* .02 .23* .25***
Discrimination
   Group .31** .54* .35** .51**
   Average .32** .49* .26* .63*
   Personal .42** .77** .40** .64**
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reliAbility
Internal Consistency
Cronbach α coefficients of the SCQ for different studies
Scale
Study 1
(phase 1)
α = 
Study 1
(phase 2)
α = 
Study 3
α = 
Study 5
α = 
Study 6
α = 
SCQ .74 .72 .81 .87 .90
Test-Retest Reliability
Study 2: The correlation between stigma consciousness as measured 
during Phase 1 and stigma consciousness as measured during Phase 2 
(average of 5 weeks after Phase 1) was computed: r(42) = .76, p < .001.
Comments ■	 Stigma consciousness is a potentially useful concept for 
understanding how people respond to others in the workplace.
	The studies suggest that the SCQ is a useful, valid, and reliable 
measure.  
	The research suggests that stigma consciousness is a domain-specific 
construct. Knowing people’s stigma consciousness levels with respect 
to one of their group memberships (e.g., gender) does not necessarily 
inform us about their stigma consciousness levels with respect to their 
other group memberships (e.g., race).
Bibliography (studies that Pinel, E. C., & Paulin, N. (2005). Stigma consciousness in the     
have used the measure) workplace. Basic and Applied Social Psychology 27(4):345-352.
Pinel, E. C., Warner, L. R., & Chua, P. (2005). Getting there is only half 
the battle: Stigma consciousness and maintaining diversity in higher 
education. Journal of Social Issues 61(3):481-506.
Pinel, E. C. (2004). You’re just saying that because I’m a woman: Stigma 
consciousness and attributions to discrimination. Self and Social Identity, 
3, 39-51.
Brown, R. P., & Pinel, E. C. (2003). Stigma on my mind: Individual 
differences in the experience of stereotype threat. Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 39, 626-633.
Pinel, E. C. (2002). Stigma consciousness in intergroup contexts: The      
power of conviction. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 
178-185.
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Contact Information Elizabeth C. Pinel
Associate Professor of Psychology
Department of Psychology
Pennsylvania State University
543 Moore Building, 
University Park, Pennsylvania  16802-3106, USA
Tel: 814-863-1149
Fax: 814-863-7002
e-mail: ecp6@psu.edu
http://psych.la.psu.edu/faculty/pinel.html
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Source/Primary reference Riger, S., Stokes, J., Raja, S., & Sullivan, M. (1997). Measuring 
perceptions of the work environment for female faculty. The Review of 
Higher Education, 21(1), 63-78.
Construct measured Perceptions of attitudes toward women faculty in university settings
Brief description The 35-item scale includes 3 subscales:
1. Differential treatment
2. Balancing work and personal obligations
3. Sexist attitudes and comments
There are two types of questions. Most were in the agree-disagree 
format ranging from 1 = do not agree to 5 = strongly agree. For the other 
questions, respondents are asked to report using a 5-point scale where 1 = 
not at all likely and 5 = very likely.
A short version with 15 items has been developed. The authors do not 
recommend using subscale scores with the short version.
Sample items ■	 Female faculty are less likely than their male counterparts to have 
influence in departmental policies and administration.
	Faculty make jokes or comments that are demeaning or degrading to 
women.
	Male faculty are comfortable having lunch alone with a female 
faculty member.
	Most faculty are supportive of female colleagues who want to reduce 
their workload for personal reasons.
	 In this department sex discrimination is a big problem.
	Male faculty are not as comfortable serving as a mentor to a female 
faculty member as they are to a male faculty member.
Appropriate for whom    Adults working in academia 
(i.e. which population/s)
The authors have also developed a parallel climate scale for use in 
corporate environments (see entry for Stokes, Riger, & Sullivan, 1997)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
Sexism & Sex Discrimination
147
TiTle of measure working enVironment for women in AcAdemic SettingS
How developed Open-ended interviews were conducted with 20 female faculty of 
different disciplines and from many colleges and universities in the 
Chicago area to assess their perceptions of the climate for female faculty 
within their academic departments. Based on the responses, literature 
review, and previous work of the authors, 200 items were generated 
to assess 6 domains (dual standards and treatment, sexist attitudes and 
comments, informal socializing, balancing work and personal obligations, 
remediation policies and practices, and mentoring). This questionnaire 
was piloted with 10 faculty, which resulted in a version of the scale that 
comprised 89 items, 81 in an agree-disagree format, and 8 quotations 
which respondents rated in terms of how likely they would be to hear 
such comments in their department. About half of the items were worded 
positively, and the other half were worded negatively. Further analyses 
described below yielded a scale with 35 items.
Psychometric properties Study SAmple
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 626
Description Faculty members of 69 colleges and universities in the U.S. and Canada
Age
Range 27-91
Mean for Women 45.8
Mean for Men 49.1
Gender Female 64%Male 36%
Race/Ethnicity White 97%
Employed Full-Time 98%
Rank About equal numbers of assistant, associate, and full professors
VAlidity
Construct Validity
Principal components analyses of the 35 items yielded three components 
that together accounted for 54.3% of the total variance. The first 
component, Differential Treatment (α = .95), included 20 items from 
several of the a priori dimensions and seemed to be a general measure 
of the climate for women faculty. The second and third components 
were Balancing Work and Personal Obligations (α = .86) and Sexist 
Attitudes and Comments (α = .85). These results were not parallel to the 
Working Environment for Women in Corporate Settings developed by 
the same authors, where results confirmed a 5-factor solution (Stokes, 
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Riger, & Sullivan, 1995). The authors speculated that this may be 
related to differences in distinct status categories, formality of hierarchy, 
and the fluidity of communication in corporate versus academic work 
environments.
reliAbility
Internal Consistency
Scale Form α = 
Long Form .97
Short Form .94
Correlation between short and long forms: .97
Very similar alphas were replicated with a validation sample (1/3 of the 
sample was analyzed separately to serve as a validation sample).
Subscale α = 
Differential Treatment .96
Balancing Work and Personal Obligations .83
Sexist Attitudes and Comments .96
Comments ■	 The instrument is concise, easy to understand, and easy to administer.
	The scale was developed with a predominantly white sample. It would 
be useful to assess its validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/racial 
groups.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Stephanie Riger
Department of Psychology
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Source/Primary reference Stokes, J., Riger, S., & Sullivan, M. (1995). Measuring perceptions of 
the working environment for women in corporate settings. Psychology of 
Women Quarterly, 19(4), 533-549.
Construct measured Perceptions of attitudes toward women in the work environment
Brief description The 36-item scale includes five subscales plus 4 global discrimination 
items:
1. Dual standards and opportunities (10 items)
2. Sexist attitudes and comments (7 items)
3. Informal socializing (7 items)
4. Balancing work and personal obligations (9 items)
5. Remediation policies and practices (3 items)
There are two types of questions. Most were in the agree-disagree 
format ranging from 1 = do not agree to 5 = strongly agree. For the other 
questions, respondents are asked to report in a 5-point scale (1 = not at all 
likely, 5 = very likely) about the possibility that the quotations presented 
would be heard in their workplace.
A short version with 15 items has been developed. The authors do not 
recommend using subscale scores with the short version.
Sample items ■	 Compared to men, women in this office are appointed to less 
important committees and task forces.
	Jokes that are demeaning or degrading to women are told occasionally 
in this office.
	Company-sponsored social events generally appeal to both female 
and male employees.
	 In general, supervisors in this company are understanding when 
personal or family obligations occasionally take an employee away 
from work.
	People who raise issues about the treatment of women in this 
company are supported by other employees.
Appropriate for whom    Working adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
The authors have also developed a parallel climate scale for use in 
academic environments (see entry for Riger, Stokes, Raja, & Sullivan)
Sexism & Sex Discrimination
150 Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
title of meASure working enVironment for women in corporAte SettingS
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Based on focus groups and feedback from men and women working 
in corporate environments, the authors developed both positively and 
negatively worded items for each of 6 hypothesized subscales:
1. Opportunities and mentoring
2. Inappropriate salience of gender
3. Sexist attitudes and comments
4. Informal socializing
5. Balancing work and personal obligations
6. Remediation policies and practices
A version of the questionnaire with 133 randomly ordered items (about 
half positively worded and half negatively worded) was completed by 398 
people in 45 different companies. Analyses of these results yielded a final 
scale with 36 items.
Psychometric properties Study SAmple
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 398
Age
Range 22-63
Mean for Women 36.9
Mean for Men 38.9
Gender Female n = 263Male n = 134
Race/Ethnicity White 92.4%
Education Graduate or Professional Degree 51%Bachelor’s Degree 91%
Income
$100,000 or more 40%
$40,000 or more 90%
Marital Status Never Married 25%Currently Married 65%
Children No children under age 18 years 61%
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VAlidity
Construct Validity
One third of the surveys were randomly selected to be analyzed separately 
to serve as a validation sample. A series of principal component analyses 
yielded five subscales that were confirmed with the validation sample.
reliAbility
Internal Consistency
Scale α = 
Overall Scale .96
Dual Standards and Opportunities .92
Sexist Attitudes and Comments .82
Informal Socializing .82
Balancing Work and Personal Obligations .90
Remediation Policies and Practices .78
Short form .93
Correlation between short and long forms: .97
Values of α for the validation sample were almost identical to those 
reported above.
Comments Designed specifically to assess workplace climate.
	The instrument is concise, easy to understand, and easy to administer.
	The scale was developed with a predominantly white sample. It would 
be useful to assess its validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/racial 
groups.
	The availability of a short version makes it workable to include within 
a longer workplace survey.
	Has been adapted to assess race-related climate (Bond, Punnett, Pyle, 
Cazeca, & Cooperman, in press; Yoder & Aniakudo, 1996).
	Further psychometric research is needed, particularly due to the 
convenience sampling and lack of comparison with other measures of 
the work climate.
Bibliography (studies that Bond, M. A., Punnett, L., Pyle, J. L., Cazeca, D., & Cooperman, M.  
have used the measure)  (2004). Gendered work conditions, health, and work outcomes. The  
 Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 9(1), 28-45.
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Yoder, J. D., & Aniakudo, P. (1996). When pranks become harassment:    
The case of African American women firefighters. Sex Roles, 35(5/6), 
253-270.
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Source/Primary reference Swim, J. K., Aikin, K. J., Hall, W. S., & Hunter, B. A. (1995). Sexism and 
racism: Old-fashioned and modern prejudices. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 68(2), 199-214.
Construct measured Old-Fashioned Sexism (OFS) - endorsement of traditional gender roles, 
differential treatment of women and men, and stereotypes of women’s 
lesser competence.
Modern Sexism (MS) - denial of continued discrimination, antagonism 
toward women’s demands, lack of support for policies to help women. 
This scale measures covert or subtle sexism, which is built into cultural or 
societal norms.
Brief description The measure is a 13-item inventory with 2 subscales:
1. Old-Fashioned Sexism (5 items)
2. Modern Sexism (8 items)
Each item is rated on a 5-point scale, with 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = 
strongly agree.
Sample items Old-Fashioned Sexism:
	Women are generally not as smart as men.
	 I would be equally comfortable having a woman as a boss as a man.
Modern Sexism:
	On average, people in our society treat husbands and wives equally. 
(denial of continued discrimination)
	 It is easy to understand the anger of women’s groups in America. 
(antagonism toward women’s demands)
	Over the past few years, the government and news media have 
been showing more concern about the treatment of women than is 
warranted by women’s actual experiences. (resentment regarding 
special favors for women).
Appropriate for whom    Adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
Sexism & Sex Discrimination
154 Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
title of meASure old-fAShioned And modern SexiSm ScAle
How developed Theoretical background is that, similarly to racism, sexism can be seen as 
existing in two distinguishable forms: old-fashioned and modern. Based 
on the literature and past research, the authors wrote a set of statements 
to measure old-fashioned sexism. For modern sexism, they also wrote a 
set of statements based on three basic tenets that underlie the concept of 
“modern sexism”: denial of continued discrimination, antagonism toward 
women’s demands, and lack of support for policies to help women.
Psychometric properties Study SAmple
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 683
Description Undergraduate students from an introductory psychology class
Gender Female n = 418
Male n = 265
Race/Ethnicity Nearly all respondents were European-American
VAlidity
Construct Validity
The authors assessed the instrument’s construct validity by performing 
a confirmatory factor analysis, investigating differences between female 
and male respondents’ scores, testing the correlation between the scale 
and individualistic vs. egalitarian values, and then calculating the 
correction between the scale scores and perceptions of job segregation. 
Factor analyses supported the notion that OFS and MS are two distinct 
factors.
Campbell et al. (1997) compared the MS scale with the Neosexism scale. 
The scales correlated highly with each other, but most of the variance in 
one scale could not be explained by the variance in the other: thus the two 
instruments are not similar.
Swim and Cohen (1997) compared MS and OFS with the Attitudes 
Toward Women Scale (AWS, Spence & Helmreich, 1972), obtaining 
additional construct and discriminant validity for the MS scale. 
Confirmatory factor analyses show that AWS and OFS loaded on one 
factor that represents overt sexist beliefs. This factor is distinct from 
the factor that represents the MS scale. The MS scale seems to measure 
covert, subtle sexism. The OFS and AWS were more similar to each other 
than to the MS scale and their correlation was higher (.90 for both males 
and females) than the correlation between OFS and MS (.25 for males 
and .41 for females). MS was found to be a better predictor of sexual 
harassment than AWS (discriminant validity). AWS and MS correlate 
with affective reactions to different categories of men and women 
(general, traditional, feminists, and chauvinists) (convergent validity). 
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However, MS and AWS are demonstrated to measure different, though 
related, constructs.
Men’s scores on OFS and MS were higher than women’s. A correlation 
matrix among OFS and MS scales, as well as Old-Fashioned Racism (OFR) 
and Modern Racism (MR) scales (McConahay, 1986) and both a shortened 
version of Mirels and Garrett’s (1971) Protestant Work Ethic scale (PWE; 
Katz & Hass, 1988) and the Humanitarian-Egalitarian scale (HE; Katz & 
Hass, 1988), was derived separately for women and men. For women, the 
pattern of differences of the correlations between OFS, MS, OFR, and MR 
and PWE and HE were similar. That is, OFS, MS, OFR, and MR were each 
more strongly correlated with the HE scale than the PWE scale. For men, 
a similar pattern emerged with OFS and OFR, but not with MS or MR. 
This pattern of correlations provides partial support for the conclusion that 
modern prejudice is more strongly related to nonegalitarian beliefs than to 
highly individualistic beliefs (Sears, 1988). Higher scores on the MS scale 
correlated with overestimating women’s presence in the workforce.
reliAbility
Internal Consistency
Scale Cronbach’s α Range
OFS .65 - .66
MS .75 - .84
Comments ■	 The scale was developed with a predominantly white sample. It would 
be useful to assess its validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/racial 
groups.
Bibliography (studies that Campbell, B., Schellenberg, E. G., & Senn, C. Y. (1997). Evaluating  
have used the measure) measures of contemporary sexism. Psychology of Women Quarterly,  
 21, 89-102.
McHugh, M. C., & Frieze, I. H. (1997). The measurement of gender-role 
attitudes. A review and commentary. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 
21, 1-16.
Swim, J. K., & Cohen, L. L. (1997). Overt, covert, and subtle sexism:  A 
comparison between the Attitudes Toward Women and Modern Sexism 
Scales. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 21, 103-118.
Contact Information Janet K. Swim
515 Moore Building
Department of Psychology
Pennsylvania State University
University Park, PA 16802, USA
e-mail: JKS4@PSUVM.PSU.EDU
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Source/Primary reference Swim, J. K., Hyers, L. L., Cohen, L. L., & Ferguson, M. J. 
(2001). Everyday sexism: Evidence for its incidence, nature, and 
psychological impact from three daily diary studies. Journal of Social 
Issues, 57(1), 31-53.
Construct measured Incidence, nature, and impact of everyday sexism
Brief description Daily diary approach to recording both personal experiences with and 
observations of sexist events.
For each incident observed, participants were asked to note the time the 
incident occurred, rate the impact it had on them on a scale ranging from 
-2 (very negative) to 0 (no impact) to +2 (very positive), and rate the 
extent to which the incident was sexist from -2 (definitely not sexist) to 0 
(uncertain) to +2 (definitely sexist).
Sample items Participants are told that their role is to record incidents where women are 
treated differently because of their gender. They are told to note incidents 
that are directed toward them, someone else, or women in general. In 
order to obtain a manageable number of incidents to record, participants 
are told to exclude observations from the media, such as television 
programming and advertisements.
If they observe a gender-related incident, they are to complete the form as 
soon as possible after the incident has occurred. If more than one incident 
occurred on one day they are to complete a form for each incident. If they 
do not observe any gender-related incidents on any particular day, they 
are to note this on one of the forms at the end of each day.
Appropriate for whom    Adolescents and adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural Swim has also used a similar diary approach for recording experiences  
adaptations available  of racism and differential treatment based on sexual orientation.
How developed The authors designed the diary approach as an alternative to retrospective 
strategies.
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Psychometric properties Study SAmpleS
Participants Study 1 Study 2 Study 3
Sample Size N = 40 n = 37 n = 73
Description
Students enrolled in an 
introductory psychology 
of gender course
Students enrolled 
in two introductory 
psychology courses 
and one advanced 
marketing course
Students enrolled 
in a psychology 
of gender course 
and their male 
friends
Age Range 19 - 26 18 – 44 †
Median 22 22 †
Gender Female n = 40 n = 20 n = 47
Male n = 17 n = 26
Race/ 
Ethnicity † † †
†Not reported
VAlidity
The authors argue that:
Much of the existing research on people’s experiences with sexism is 
in the form of retrospective accounts in which participants are asked to 
characterize what they typically experience, sometimes for more than 
a year’s worth of experiences. Such approaches often neglect more 
mundane “everyday” types of experiences and thus may provide an 
incomplete picture of the extent and variety of daily experiences with 
sexism. Retrospective surveys and interviews may not accurately reflect 
the extent and nature of experiences people have with prejudice for the 
following reasons. First, uncertainty about labeling subtle and ambiguous 
incidents as prejudicial may decrease the likelihood that such incidents 
are encoded and recalled as prejudicial. Second, isolated incidents may 
be minimized over time or seen as insignificant and therefore forgotten. 
Third, the similarity and commonness of incidents that constitute 
everyday prejudice may make it difficult to assess the frequency with 
which they occur through expansive retrospection. Finally, retrospective 
reports are subject to distortion as moods dissipate and contexts change. 
In contrast, daily diary studies minimize many of these problems, 
providing a more accurate and complete report of incidents and responses 
to them without the distorting processing that may result in errors.
Comments ■	 The authors found that sexist incidents as measured through diaries 
affected women’s psychological well-being by decreasing their self-
esteem.
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	The diary approach had the advantage of yielding qualitative data that 
can be quantified while at the same time being potentially richer in 
detail than survey data.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
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Source/Primary reference Tougas, F., Brown, R., Beaton, A. M., & Joly, S. (1995). Neosexism: Plus 
ca change, plus c’est pareil. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 
21(8), 842-891.
Construct measured Attitudes toward affirmative action
Brief description The 11-item scale uses two approaches to measuring attitudes toward 
affirmative action:
1)  General Attitudes (AA)
The general scale includes 3 items to assess the respondents’ attitudes 
toward affirmative action. Ratings are made on a 7-point scale where 
1 = total disagreement and 7 = total agreement. Composite scores are 
calculated by taking a mean.
2)  Impact on Men’s Collective Interest (CI)
Following a brief description of the goals of affirmative action 
for women, participants are asked to evaluate the effects of these 
programs on the situation of men by means of 6 items: 3 statements 
and 3 associated evaluative questions.
Sample items 1) General Attitudes toward Affirmative Action
	 If there are no affirmative action programs helping women in 
employment, they will continue to be unfairly treated.
	After years of discrimination, it is only fair to set up special 
programs to make sure that women are given fair and equitable 
treatment.
	All in all, do you favor the implementation of affirmative action 
programs for women in industries?
2) Impact on Men’s Collective Interest
	These programs disadvantage men compared to women in terms 
of their chances of getting a job.
	These programs disadvantage men, compared with women, in 
terms of their chances for obtaining a promotion.
Each statement is followed by a question asking participants whether they 
are satisfied with the implied situation.
Appropriate for whom    Adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
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Translations & cultural English and French versions available 
adaptations available
Women and racial/ethnic minority versions available
How developed Items were developed by the study authors.
Psychometric properties Study SAmpleS
Participants Study 1 Study 2
Sample Size n = 130 n = 149
Description Students Workers
Age
Range 18-43 29-60
Mean 21.6 41.5
Gender Male 100% 100%
Race/Ethnicity Not reported Not reported
VAlidity
Concurrent Validity
Men’s Collective Interest Scale Neosexism Scale
Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2
Scale R = r = r = r = 
AA -.48*** -.33*** -.58*** -.36***
CI .50*** .18*
*p < .05; ***p < .001
reliAbility
Internal Consistency
Variable Study 1 Study 2
Version women women & minority
Language English & French French
General Attitudes (AA) α  = .81 α  = .86
Men’s Collective Interest α  = .81 α  = .67
Comments ■	 Samples for both validation studies were all male, and the ethnic/
racial make-up of the sample was not reported. It would be useful to 
assess its validity and reliability for women and for multiple ethnic/
racial groups.
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	Since the scale was developed in Canada, some items may not 
translate to the situation in other countries (particularly given the wide 
range of approaches to affirmative action).
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Francine Tougas
School of Psychology
University of Ottawa
Ottawa, Ontario KIN 6N5, Canada
e-mail: ftougas@uottawa.ca
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Source/Primary reference Tougas, F., Brown, R., Beaton, A. M., & Joly, S. (1995). Neosexism: Plus 
a change, plus c’est pareil. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 
21(8), 842-891.
Construct measured Neosexism defined as the “manifestation of a conflict between egalitarian 
values and residual negative feelings toward women.”
Brief description This instrument consists of 11 items based on the tenets of modern racism 
(McConahay, 1986). The rating scale ranges from 1 to 7 where 1 = total 
disagreement and 7 = total agreement.
Sample items ■	 Women will make more progress by being patient and not pushing too 
hard for change.
	Discrimination against women in the labor force is no longer a 
problem.
	 In order to not appear sexist, many men are inclined to 
overcompensate women.
Appropriate for whom    Adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural English and French versions available 
adaptations available
How developed The authors developed a number of items specifically for this scale and 
adapted items from covert racism scales, due to their relevance to the 
situation of women. An exploratory factor analysis did not show a definite 
structure so all the items were pooled. 
Psychometric properties  Study SAmpleS
Participants Study 1 Study 2
Sample Size n = 130 n = 149
Description Students Workers
Age Range 18-43 29-60Mean 21.6 41.5
Gender Male 100% 100%
Race/Ethnicity Not reported Not reported
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VAlidity
Concurrent Validity
Scale Affirmative Action
Study 1
 r = 
Study 2
 r = 
Neosexism Scale -.58*** -.36***
***p < .001
reliAbility
Internal Consistency & Test-Retest Reliability
Variable Study 1 Study 2
Language English & French French
Cronbach’s α = .78 .76
Test-retest r = .84** -
**p < .01
Comments ■	 Samples for both validation studies were all male, and the ethnic/
racial make-up of the sample was not reported. It would be useful to 
assess its validity and reliability for women and for multiple ethnic/
racial groups.
	Neosexism is an interesting construct that assesses support for public 
policies designed to support women, while most sexism measures look 
at prejudicial attitudes or discriminatory behavior based on gender.
	When compared with the Modern Sexism Scale, the Neosexism Scale 
was found to have better internal reliability and exhibited stronger 
gender differences (Campbell et al., 1997).
Bibliography (studies that Campbell, B., Schellenberg, E. G., & Senn, C. (1997). Evaluating |  
have used the measure) measures of contemporary sexism. Psychology of Women Quarterly,  
 21(1), 89-102.
Masser, B., & Abrams, D. (1999). Contemporary sexism: The 
relationships among hostility, benevolence, and neosexism. Psychology of 
Women Quarterly, 23, 503-517.
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Source/Primary reference Bingham, S. G., & Scherer, L. L. (1993). �ac��r�� a�����cia�e�� �i�h   
re��p�n��e�� �� ��exual hara����men� an�� ��a�i��fac�i�n �i�h �u�c�me. Sex Roles, 
29(3/4), 239 -269.
Constructs measured Three c�n���ruc���:
1. W�rk clima�e regar��ing ��exual hara����men�
2. Re��p�n��e�� �� ��exual hara����men�
3. Sa�i��fac�i�n �i�h �he �u�c�me
Brief description Work Climate Regarding Sexual Harassment i�� a����e����e�� �i�h a 3-i�em 
in���rumen�, ra�e�� �n a 5-p�in� ��cale fr�m “���r�ngly agree” �� “���r�ngly 
��i��agree.”
Responses to Sexual Harassment are a����e����e�� �i�h ��� checkli�����. �ir��� 
there is a five-item checklist of general responses to a sexual harassment 
situation. Second, there is a communications strategy checklist to be filled 
�u� �nly by �h���e �h� rep�r�e�� �ha� �hey �alke�� �� �he hara����er.
Satisfaction with Outcome is a one-item measure about the victim’s 
satisfaction with the outcome, rated on a 4-point scale from “definitely 
not” to “yes, definitely.”
Sample items W�rk Clima�e Regar��ing Sexual Hara����men�:
	Sexual harassment is clearly discouraged by my supervisors and co-
��rker��.
	Pe�ple in my ��epar�men� ign�re ��exual hara����men�. 
	The general a��i�u��e ���ar�� ��exual c�mmunica�i�n in my ��epar�men� 
ac�ually enc�urage�� ��exual hara����men�.
Responses to Sexual Harassment
	Response checklist included: filing a formal complaint, informally 
talking to an external authority (e.g., ombudsperson, affirmative 
action officer), informally talking to an internal authority (e.g., 
supervisor, chair of the department), talking to co-workers, talking to 
frien���� �r family member��, �alking �� �he hara����er.
	C�mmunica�i�n ���ra�egie�� checkli��� (f�r �he ��ub-��ample �h� �alke�� 
�� �he hara����er) inclu��e��: in��irec� c�mmunica�i�n ���ra�egie�� (e.g., 
ignoring or joking about the person’s behavior, hinting that the 
behavior was unwelcome), assertive communication strategies (e.g., 
asking the person to stop, stating objections to the behavior), and 
TiTle of measure Responses to sexual HaRassment and satisfaction witH tHe outcome
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aggressive communication strategies (e.g., expressing anger and 
h����ili�y, u��ing �hrea��� �� ge� �he per���n �� ����p).
Satisfaction with Outcome
	Did the situation involving unwanted sexual communication get 
resolved to your satisfaction? 
Appropriate for whom A��ul��� 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural N�ne kn��n 
adaptations available
How developed The ���u��y �a�� a par� �f a larger, �ng�ing eff�r� by a me��ium-��ize�� 
Midwestern university to reduce, if not eliminate, sexual harassment on 
campu��. The que���i�nnaire ���main�� an�� ��imen��i�n�� �ere ex�rac�e�� fr�m 
the literature, and specific items were written by the study authors.
Psychometric properties study sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 105
Description
Employees of a Midwestern U.S. university 
�h� ha�� rep�r�e�� experiencing un�an�e�� 
��exual a��en�i�n fr�m a facul�y, ���aff, �r ���u��en� 
member of the university.
Ethnicity
Caucasian 94 (89.5%)
Multiethnic/ 
multicultural 6 (5.7%)
Not specified 5 (4.8%)
Gender Female 68 (65%)Male 37 (35%)
Position
Staff members 51 (49%)
Faculty 
members 47 (45%)
Not specified 7 (4%)
Reliability
Internal consistency 
The Cr�nbach α reliabili�y f�r �he W�rk Clima�e ��ub��cale i�� .78.
Comments ■	 The mea��ure�� are brief, u��er-frien��ly appr�ache�� �� a����e����ing 
elements of the work climate and responses relevant to sexual 
hara����men� ��i�ua�i�n��.
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	There is limited information available about psychometric properties.
	The full ���u��y u��e�� mul�iple me�h�����: checkli�����, �pen-en��e�� 
que���i�n��, Liker�-�ype i�em��, an�� �raine�� c���er�� �� cla����ify cer�ain 
re��p�n��e�� in�� ��ifferen� ca�eg�rie��.
	The authors were concerned about the inflation of alpha and type I 
errors that result when a series of univariate tests are conducted.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Shereen G. Bingham, A�����cia�e Pr�fe�����r
Communication Faculty and Women’s Studies Faculty
Ar��� an�� Science Hall, Rm140
University of Nebraska at Omaha
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Ar��� an�� Science�� Hall, Rm 347-J
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Source/Primary reference C�r�ina, L. M. (2001). A����e����ing ��exual hara����men� am�ng La�ina��: 
Development of an instrument. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority 
Psychology, 7(2), 164-181.
Construct measured Experience�� �f ��exual hara����men� am�ng La�ina��
Brief description A variation of the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ) (Fitzgerald et 
al., 1995) developed for Latinas. The scale has 20 items rated on a 5-point 
scale where responses range from 1 = never to 5 = most of the time. There 
are �hree ��ub��cale��:
1. Sexi��� h����ili�y
2. Sexual h����ili�y
3. Un�an�e�� ��exual a��en�i�n
Sample items ■	 Told jokes or stories that described women IN GENERAL negatively?
	Said things to insult LATINA women specifically (for example saying 
that Latinas are “hot-blooded” and “loose”)?
	Ma��e y�u unc�mf�r�able by ���aring a� y�u (f�r example, l��king a� 
you too long, or looking at your breasts)?
	Gave you sexual attention that you did not want?
	Made you uncomfortable by standing too close?
Appropriate for whom    La�ina ��men 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural English and Spanish versions available 
adaptations available
How developed A first study was conducted to understand the experience of sexual 
harassment of Latinas and to guide the development of a culturally 
relevant measure. Focus groups were organized with Latina women 
���u��en��� in an a��ul� e��uca�i�n pr�gram. A�� a re��ul�, ��ix i�em�� �ere a����e�� 
to the dimensions of SEQ as developed by Fitzgerald and colleagues. 
Two of these items referred to specific verbal behaviors and four referred 
to nonverbal behaviors. Another five items were added to measure 
sexual racism. In order to avoid the influence of ethnicity and gender in 
TiTle of measure sexual expeRiences QuestionnaiRe - latinas (seQ-l)
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�he re��p�n��e��, �he��e que���i�n�� ab�u� La�ina�� �ere paire�� �i�h �he ��ame 
que���i�n a��ke�� f�r ��men in general. A�� a re��ul�, 16 ne� que���i�n�� 
developed for this study were added to the existing SEQ.
In a second study to validate the scale, the researchers had a sample of 
women from vocational training programs in San Diego and Chicago. The 
results showed that two of the newly developed items had a low variance 
an�� �ere �hu�� elimina�e��. T�� ��her i�em�� �ere ��r�ppe�� becau��e 
par�icipan��� c�ul�� in�erpre� �hem in m�re �han �ne �ay, ��uch �ha� �he 
behavior did not necessarily qualify as sexual harassment. Therefore, not 
en�ugh i�em�� �ere lef� �� c�n��i��er a ��exual-raci��m fac��r.
In the end, nine items were developed for this particular scale and 
eleven were taken from SEQ, resulting in a 20-item Sexual Experiences 
Questionnaire for Latinas.
Psychometric properties  study sample
Participants Study 1
Sample Size N = 462
Description
La�ina�� fr�m public a��ul� 
��ch��l��, j�b �raining cen�er��, 
�r a “���ap mee�” in �he 
San Dieg� area an�� fr�m 
a public a��ul� ��ch��l in a 
Chicag� ��uburb
Age Range 18-55+
Education
Graduate School n = 22
College n = 74
High School+ n = 192
Less than High School 
Diploma n = 167
Marital 
Status
Single n = 215
Married/Living with 
Partner n = 178
Widowed n = 7
Separated/Divorced n = 60
Reliability
The α reliabili�y f�r �he full ��cale i�� .96 f�r b��h �he Engli��h an�� Spani��h 
versions.
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Subscale Spanishα  = 
English
α  = 
Overall
α  = 
Sexist Hostility .91 .88 .90
Sexual Hostility .90 .89 .90
Unwanted Sexual Attention .94 .96 .95
Comments The scale builds on a well-validated scale and expends its usefulness with 
a ne� p�pula�i�n.
	The author used a convenience sample, composed of adult education 
���u��en���. Thi�� appr�ach limi��� reaching immigran��� �i�h�u� legal 
status, very-low-income women, and professional workers.
	M���� �f �he par�icipan��� in �he ���u��y �ere �f Mexican �rigin:  f�r 
expanded use, the scale should be validated with immigrant groups 
fr�m ��her La�in American cul�ure��.
Bibliography (studies that C�r�ina, L. (2002). C�n�ex�ualizing La�ina experience �f ��exual  
have used the measure) hara����men�: Preliminary �e����� �f a ���ruc�ural m���el. Basic and Applied  
 Social Psychology, 24(4), 295-311.
Contact Information Lilia M. C�r�ina
Depar�men� �f P��ych�l�gy
University of Michigan
525 East University
Ann Arbor, MI 48109-1109, USA
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Source/Primary reference �i�zgeral��, L. �., Gelfan��, M. J., & Dra��g��, �. (1995). Mea��uring 
sexual harassment: Theoretical and psychometric advances. Basic and 
Applied Social Psychology, 17(4), 425-445.
Construct measured Experience�� �f ��exual hara����men� in �he ��rkplace
Brief description An original SEQ scale consisted of 28 items. The revised SEQ-W scale 
c�n�ain�� 20 i�em�� an�� i�� ma��e up �f 3 ��ub��cale�� an�� a ��epara�e i�em 
retained as an individual category to measure the participant’s subjective 
perceptions of sexual harassment. The rating scale ranges from 0 = never 
�� 4 = many �ime��. The �hree ��ub��cale�� mea��ure:
1. Gen��er Hara����men�
2. Un�an�e�� Sexual A��en�i�n
3. Sexual C�erci�n
Sample items ■	 Have you ever been in a situation where a supervisor or coworker 
habitually told suggestive stories or offensive jokes?
	Have you ever been in a situation where your coworker made 
unwanted attempts to stroke or fondle you?
	Have you ever been in a situation where you felt that you were being 
subtly bribed with some sort of reward to engage in a sexual behavior 
with a coworker?
Appropriate for whom    Empl�ye�� ��men 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural A version designed for students is available as SEQ-E. 
adaptations available
A version designed for Latinas, developed by Cortina (2001) is available 
as SEQ-L (see previous entry).
How developed The first version of the scale was developed in 1988 and showed good 
psychometric properties for research purposes. However, the authors saw 
the need to improve the scale in order to distinguish between the type and 
the severity of harassment, change the dimensional structure of the scale, 
and use more sensitive wording. The authors developed new items and 
revised the previous ones to fit the three-dimensional model. The SEQ-W 
was first examined in a large utility company.
TiTle of measure sexual expeRience QuestionnaiRe (seQ-w)
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Psychometric properties study samples
Participants Regulated Utility Agricultural Organization
Midwestern 
University
Sample Size N = 448 N = 410 N = 299
Description
Empl�yee�� �f 
a We��� C�a��� 
public u�ili�y 
c�mpany
Empl�yee�� �f 
agribu��ine���� 
fac��ry ��i�e��
Empl�yee�� �f 
a Mi���e���ern 
university
Gender 100% ��men 100% ��men 100% ��men
Race/Ethnicity N�� rep�r�e�� N�� rep�r�e�� N�� rep�r�e��
Validity
Concurrent Validity
Correlations of SEQ-W with other measures, in employees of a 
regula�e�� u�ili�y (n = 448), agribu��ine���� fac��ry ��i�e�� (n = 410), an�� 
university (n = 299).
Measure Regulated Utility
Agricultural 
Organization
Midwestern 
University
OTSHI .45** .23** .40**
SUPSAT -.18** -.23** -.36**
COWSAT -.29** -.16** -.26**
WKSAT -.09 -.11* -----
JOBWITH .11* .20** -----
WKWITH .19** .32** .19**
HELSAT -.03 -.07 -----
HELCOND -.09 ----- -----
LIFESAT -.08 -.16** -.20**
PTSD .17** ----- .19**
DISTRESS .16** .11* -----
SIG .05 .17** .20**
EXTCOM .14* ----- -----
     *p < .05; **p < .01
♦ OTSHI = Organizational Tolerance for Sexual Harassment Inventory
♦ SEQ = Sexual Experiences Questionnaire
♦ SUPSAT = JDI Satisfaction with Supervision
♦ COWSAT = JDI Satisfaction with Coworkers
♦ WKSAT = JDI Satisfaction with Work
♦ JOBWITH = Job Withdrawal
♦ WKWITH = Work Withdrawal
♦ HELSAT = RDI Health Satisfaction
♦ HELCOND = Health Conditions Index
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♦ LIFESAT = Life Satisfaction Scale + Faces Scale
♦ PTSD = Crime-Rela�e�� P����-Trauma�ic S�re���� Di���r��er
♦ DISTRESS = MHI Distress
♦ SIG = Stress in General
♦ EXTCOM = Extrinsic Organizational Commitment
Reliability
Reliabili�ie�� f�r �he SEQ-W in 3 ��ample��
Regulated 
Utility
Agricultural 
Organization
Midwestern 
University
Subscale α = α = α = 
Gender Harassment .81 .78 .72
Unwanted Sexual 
Attention .82 .80 .67
Sexual Coercion .41 .92 .49
Overall .86 .88 .78
Comments ■	 This is the best validated scale for assessing experiences of sexual 
hara����men� an�� ha�� been u��e�� by a �i��e range �f re��earcher��.
	One disadvantage of the scale is its length, and thus some other 
researchers seem to adopt alternative approaches that are less detailed.
	There are ��em�n���ra�e�� rela�i�n��hip�� �� b��h p��ych�l�gical ���a�e�� (i.e., 
anxie�y an�� ��epre����i�n) an�� phy��ical heal�h (�i�zgeral�� e� al., 1997).
	There are versions designed specifically for work settings and 
alternative versions developed for academic settings.
	S�me ��rk ha�� been ���ne �� a��ap� �he ��cale f�r u��e �i�h La�ina�� (��ee 
Cortina entry). However, the ethnic/racial make-up of the sample was 
not reported in the articles we reviewed that describe the development 
�f �he ini�ial ��cale.
Bibliography (studies that �i�zgeral��, L. �., Dra��g��, �., Hulin, C. L., Gelfan��, M. J., & Magley,  
have used the measure) V. (1997). An�ece��en��� an�� c�n��equence�� �f ��exual hara����men� in  
 �rganiza�i�n��: A �e��� �f an in�egra�e�� m���el. Journal of Applied  
 Psychology, 28(4), 578-589.
�i�zgeral��, L. �., Shullman, S., Bailey, N., Richar����, M., S�ecker, 
J., Gold, A., Ormerod, A. J., & Weitzman, L. (1988). The incidence 
an�� ��imen��i�n�� �f ��exual hara����men� in aca��emia an�� �he ��rkplace. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 32, 152-175.
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Gelfan��, M. J., �i�zgeral��, L. �., & Dra��g��, �. (1995). The ���ruc�ure 
of sexual harassment: A confirmatory analysis across cultures and 
��e��ing��. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 47, 164-177.
Contact Information L�ui��e �. �i�zgeral��
Depar�men� �f P��ych�l�gy
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
603 Ea��� Daniel S�.
Champaign, IL 61820, USA
N� c���� fr�m �he au�h�r.
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Source/Primary reference Hulin, C., Fitzgerald, L., & Drasgow, F. (1996). Organizational influences 
�n ��exual hara����men�, in M. S��ck��ale (E��.), Sexual Harassment in the 
Workplace: Perspectives, frontiers and response strategies. Th�u��an�� 
Oaks, CA: Sage.
Construct measured Perceptions of likelihood of organizational reactions to various forms of 
hara����men�
Brief description The OTSHI instrument consists of six brief vignettes, in which the 
characteristics of a male harasser (supervisor, or coworker) are crossed 
�i�h each �f �hree �ype�� �f ��exual hara����men�: gen��er hara����men�, ��exual 
coercion, unwanted sexual attention. After each vignette, respondents are 
a��ke�� �� make �hree a����e����men��� u��ing 5-p�in� ra�ing ��cale�� (18 i�em�� 
���al):
1. The degree of risk to a female victim if she reported such an incident
2. The likelih���� �ha� her allega�i�n�� ��ul�� be �aken ��eri�u��ly by �he 
�rganiza�i�n
3. The likelihood that the harasser would receive meaningful sanctions
Sample items Gender Harassment x Supervisor Scenario
■	 A supervisor in your department makes reference to “incompetent 
women trying to do jobs they were never intended to do and taking 
jobs away from better qualified workers.” He makes all women in the 
��epar�men� feel inc�mpe�en� an�� un�an�e��.
Un�an�e�� Sexual A��en�i�n x C���rker��
■	 An empl�yee in y�ur ��epar�men� c�n�inue�� �� pre����ure �he ��men in 
the department to go out with him after they have made it clear that 
�hey are n�� in�ere���e��.
Appropriate for whom    A��ul� ��men an�� men 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural N�ne kn��n 
adaptations available
How developed Items for the scale were written based on a facet analysis of harassing 
inci��en��� �ha� ��ugge���e�� ��� face���: �rganiza�i�nal r�le �f �he hara����er an�� 
type of harassing behavior. The facet analysis generated a six-cell design 
TiTle of measure oRganizational toleRance foR sexual HaRassment inVentoRy (otsHi)
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that crosses two harasser roles and three types of harassing behavior. The 
au�h�r�� inclu��e�� 36 i�em�� in �he ��cale �� be pil��e�� �i�h a ��ample �f 263 
gra��ua�e ���u��en���. The in�ernal c�n��i���ency �f �he ��cale �a�� .96, an�� ��ince 
none of the items accounted for a unique variance, the authors decided 
to shorten the scale by eliminating one item in each cell, leaving a final 
version with 18 items.
Psychometric properties study sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 1,156
Gender
Female n = 459
Male n = 697
Race/Ethnicity N�� rep�r�e��
Validity
Construct Validity
Measurement model factor loading
Scale M = SD = α = 1 2 3
OTSHI 2.25 0.86 .96 .89 .92 .94
Reliability
Reliability
Female Male
Subscale α = α = 
Risk .94 .89
Serious .94 .91
Action .93 .91
Comments ■	 This is an innovative approach to measuring an aspect of the 
�rganiza�i�nal c�n�ex�.
	The in���rumen� require�� a fairly li�era�e ���u��y p�pula�i�n.
	A ��impler bu� le���� rig�r�u�� appr�ach �� a����e����ing �rganiza�i�nal 
tolerance is described in Hesson-McInnis and Fitzgerald (1997).
	The ethnic/racial make-up of the sample was not reported. It would be 
useful to assess the scale’s validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/
racial gr�up��.
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Bibliography (studies that �i�zgeral��, L. �., Dra��g��, �., Hulin, C. L., Gelfan��, M. J., & Magley,  
have used the measure) V. J. (1997). An�ece��en��� an�� c�n��equence�� �f ��exual hara����men� in  
 �rganiza�i�n��. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(4), 578-590.
Hesson-McInnis, M., & Fitzgerald, L. (1997). Sexual harassment: 
A preliminary �e��� �f an in�egra�e�� m���el. Journal of Applied Social 
Psychology, 27(10), 877-901.
Contact Information L�ui��e �. �i�zgeral��
Depar�men� �f P��ych�l�gy
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
603 Ea��� Daniel S�ree�
Champaign, IL 61820, USA
N� c���� fr�m �he au�h�r.
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Source/Primary reference Murdoch, M., & McGovern, P. G. (1998). Measuring sexual harassment: 
Development and validation of the Sexual Harassment Inventory. 
Violence and Victims, 13(3), 203 - 216.
Construct measured Sexual hara����men�
Brief description The scale includes a list of 20 behaviors of a sexual nature and one open-
ended question. Item responses are “yes” or “no.” The items can also be 
weighted by severity.
After the factor analyses, three SHI subscales emerged: (i) Hostile 
Environment, (ii) Quid Pro Quo, and (iii) Criminal Sexual Misconduct.
Sample items ■	 People with whom I worked made sexual jokes that made me feel 
unc�mf�r�able.
	C���rker�� ma��e ��exual c�mmen��� ab�u� my b���y. 
	 I was offered favorable assignments in exchange for sex with my 
supervisor (or, in the military version, commanding officer).
	Some of the people I worked with leered at me in a sexual way.
	The people I worked with made catcalls or sexual remarks when I 
�alke�� by.
Appropriate for whom   A��ul��� 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural Active-duty and veteran military populations. 
adaptations available
How developed Items for inclusion in the SHI were gathered from three focus groups, 
literature reviews, and court cases involving sexual harassment. A pilot 
���u��y �i�h 80 male an�� female ���u��en��� �a�� c�n��uc�e�� �� ���lici� fee��back 
to improve wording and clarity. Then the SHI was modified to apply to 
the military environment.
Psychometric properties study sample
S�u��y 1: The first study sample included female veterans (n = 333) 
�h� ha�� �b�aine�� me��ical care a� �he MVAMC be��een March 1992 
and March 1993. Information about race/ethnicity is not included. 
Re��p�n��en��� �ere a��ke�� �� in��ica�e �he�her �hey ha�� experience�� any �f 
the behaviors listed in the SHI while they were in the military.
TiTle of measure sexual HaRassment inVentoRy (sHi)
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S�u��y 2: A second study involved anonymous surveys of Equal 
Employment Opportunity (EEO) officers (n = 160) stationed at Veterans 
Affairs hospitals throughout the U.S. Officers were asked to provide 
severity weights to each item on the SHI. The ranks ranged from 1 (least 
severe) to 20 (most severe). 64% of the respondents were female. Race/
e�hnici�y i�� n�� rep�r�e��.
The au�h�r rep�r��� �ha� reliabili�y an�� fac��r ���ruc�ure i�� ��imilar f�r b��h 
�hi�e per���n�� an�� n�n-�hi�e per���n��.
Validity 
 Content Validity
Items for inclusion in the SHI were gathered from three focus groups, 
literature reviews, and court cases involving sexual harassment. The 
f�cu�� gr�up ��i��cu����i�n �ere hel�� �i�h:
	phy��ician�� empl�ye�� a� �he Minneap�li�� Ve�eran�� Affair�� Me��ical 
Cen�er (MVAMC) (n = 3),
	��i��ing member�� �f �he MVAMC Sexual Trauma Trea�men� Team 
(n = 8), an�� 
	a convenience sample of women who accompanied their husbands 
to clinic visits at the MVAMC (n = 10).
In a comprehensive sample of Tri-Care and CHAMPUS enrollees who 
received care at a Midwestern VA medical facility (n = 293 men and 
237 women), 85% agreed or strongly agreed that the SHI measured 
�heir m���� imp�r�an� experience�� �i�h un�an�e�� ��exual a��en�i�n �hile 
they were in the service.
Construct Validity
Factor analysis was conducted using oblique (Oblimin) and orthogonal 
(varimax) rotations. Items were considered to be salient to their 
respective factors if factor loadings were greater than or equal to .40. 
Items were considered to be exclusive to the factor if the difference 
be��een �heir ��alien� fac��r l�a��ing an�� l�a��ing�� �n ��her fac��r�� �a�� 
grea�er �han .11.
Three factors accounted for 57% of the variance in the model. 
Whereas the first two factors appeared to correspond to the latent 
variables “hostile environment” and “quid pro quo,” the third and 
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�he ��malle��� fac��r ��eeme�� �� be rela�e�� �� �he m���� ��eri�u�� f�rm�� �f 
��exual hara����men�, ��uch a�� rape an�� a��emp�e�� rape (calle�� in �hi�� 
study “criminal sexual misconduct”). All SHI items were salient to 
their factors. With one exception, all were exclusive.
In military populations, the severity-weighted SHI has been shown to 
c�rrela�e in �he expec�e�� ��irec�i�n �i�h ��ymp��m�� �f p�����rauma�ic 
���re���� ��i���r��er, ��epre����i�n, anxie�y, an�� ���ma�iza�i�n; �i�h ��rk, r�le, 
���cial, an�� phy��ical func�i�ning; an�� �i�h ��her �rauma experience��.
Concurrent Validity
The EEO officers’ severity weightings did not differ significantly by 
gender or by full-time or part-time status. Kruskal’s stress index was 
.088, an�� r2 was .98, indicating that less than 1% of the variance of the 
model was due to error, and 98% of the variance was explained by a 
uni��imen��i�nal m���el. Theref�re, i� �a�� highly unlikely �ha� a��ribu�e�� 
other than the severity accounted for the manner in which respondents 
ranke�� �he ��cale i�em��.
The SHI correlates .88 with a modified version of the Sexual 
Experiences Questionnaire.
Criterion-Related Validity
Three i�em�� fr�m �he “criminal ��exual mi��c�n��uc�” ��cale plu�� �he 
open-ended question had sensitivity of 90%, specificity of 100%, 
and overall accuracy of 91% in identifying in-service sexual assault 
in a ��mall ��ample (n = 11) of women veterans who filed disability 
claims for posttraumatic stress disorder. Objective, second-party 
documentation from the veterans’ claims files (e.g., police reports, 
h���pi�al rep�r���, �e���im�nial�� fr�m frien���� �h� remembere�� being ��l�� 
about the assault at the time it occurred) served as the gold standard.
In a randomly selected sample of women veterans applying for 
posttraumatic stress disorder disability benefits (n = 1,682), severity-
weighted SHI scores greater than 20.01 were associated with 2-fold 
greater odds of meeting survey criterion for posttraumatic stress disorder 
compared to women with lower SHI scores, even after accounting for 
��her a��ul� �rauma experience��.
Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
Sexual Harassment
183
TiTle of measure sexual HaRassment inVentoRy (sHi)
Reliability
 Internal Consistency 
The Cr�nbach α reliability for the full SHI scale ranges from .90 to .95
The Cr�nbach α reliabilities of three SHI subscales
SHI subscale α  = 
Hostile environment .89
Quid pro quo .86
Criminal sexual misconduct .86
Comments ■	 The SHI content domain is comprehensive. Its internal consistency 
reliability is high, and it has evidence of factorial validity.
	The behaviors measured in the SHI can be weighted according to 
relative severity, allowing investigators to examine dose-response 
relationships and threshold between sexual harassment and various 
heal�h �u�c�me�� - e��pecially men�al heal�h �u�c�me�� ��uch a�� anxie�y, 
��epre����i�n, alc�h�l mi��u��e, �r PTSD.
	Other uses of the severity-weighted SHI might include associations 
be��een ��exual hara����men� an�� mea��ure�� �f �ell-being ��uch a�� ���cial 
a��ju���men� �r quali�y �f life.
	The in���rumen� can be ea��ily a��ap�e�� f�r u��e in a general ��rking 
population by replacing “commanding officer” with “supervisor.”
	The authors allow other investigators to freely reproduce and use the 
SHI as long as the article and journal are referenced.
Bibliography (studies that Murdoch, M., Hodges, J., Cowper, D., Fortier, L., & vanRyn, M.  
have used the measure)  (2003). Racial disparities in VA service connection for posttraumatic  
 ���re���� ��i���r��er ��i��abili�y. Medical Care, 41(4), 536-549.
Murdoch, M., Polusny, M. A., Hodges, J., & O’Brien, N. (2004). 
Prevalence of in-service and post-service sexual assault among combat 
and noncombat veterans applying for Department of Veterans Affairs 
posttraumatic stress disorder disability benefits. Military Medicine, 169, 
392-395.
Halek, K., Mur���ch, M., & ��r�ier, L. (2005). Sp�n�ane�u�� rep�r��� 
of emotional upset and health care utilization among veterans with 
posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) after receiving a potentially 
upsetting survey. Journal of American Orthopsychiatry, 75(1):142-151.
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Mur���ch, M., P�lu��ny, M. A., H���ge��, J., & C��per, D. (2006). The 
association between in-service sexual harassment and posttraumatic stress 
��i���r��er am�ng Depar�men� �f Ve�eran�� Affair�� ��i��abili�y applican���. 
Military Medicine 171(8):166-173.
Mur���ch, M., Pry�r, J., H���ge��, J., Gack���e��er, G. D., C��per, D., 
& O’Brien, N. Findings from VA HSR&D Project #IIR-96-014, 
“An�ece��en��� an�� C�n��equence�� �f Mili�ary Sexual Trauma” �inal 
Rep�r�.
Contact Information Maureen Mur���ch
A�����cia�e Pr�fe�����r �f Me��icine
Center for Chronic Disease Outcomes Research
(a VA HSR&D Cen�er �f Excellence) an��
Section of General Internal Medicine
Office/Campus address: 
Minneap�li�� Ve�eran�� Affair�� Me��ical Cen�er
One Veterans Dr. (111-0)
Minneap�li��, MN 55416, USA
e-mail: Maureen.Murdoch@med.va.gov
Work Family/Work-Life 
Measures
Work Family/Work-Life Measures
TiTle of measure Work-Home ConfliCt
Source/Primary reference Bacharach, S. B., Bamberger, P., & Conley S. (1991). Work-home conflict 
among nurses and engineers: Mediating the impact of role stress on 
burnout and satisfaction at work. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 
12(1), 39-53.
Construct measured Interrole conflict in which the role pressures from work and family 
(home) domains feel mutually incompatible
Brief description This scale is designed to tap the degree to which the job impacts upon 
and/or disrupts the individual’s life at home. It consists of 4 items which 
are rated in terms of frequency on a scale of 1 = seldom or never to 4 = 
almost always.
Sample items ■	 Do the demands of work interfere with your home, family or social 
life?
	Does the time you spend at work detract from your family or social 
life?
	Does your work have disadvantages for your family or social life?
	Do you not seem to have enough time for your family or social life?
Appropriate for whom    Working adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed It is a four-item scale based on that of Holahan and Gilbert (1979).
Psychometric properties Study Sample
Participants Nurses Civil Engineers
Sample Size n = 215 n = 430
Description Employees of a large state in the Northeast
Gender Not reported Not reported
Race/Ethnicity Not reported Not reported
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Validity
Construct Validity
Scores on the Work-Home Conflict Scale were positively correlated with 
general role conflict and role overload and negatively correlated with job 
satisfaction.
reliability
Internal Consistency
Scale
Nurses
α = 
Civil Engineers
α = 
Work-Home Conflict .87 .77
Comments ■	 This scale is sensitive to a broad range of concerns and works for both 
married and unmarried employees.
	The fact that no gender or race/ethnicity demographics are presented 
is problematic. It would be useful to know its validity and reliability 
for multiple groups.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact information Samuel Bacharach
ILR Organizational Behavior
200 ILR Ext. Bldg.
Cornell University
Ithaca, NY 14853, USA
Tel: 607-255-2772
e-mail: sb22@cornell.edu
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Source/Primary reference Barnett, R. C., & Gareis, K. C. (under review). Parental after-school 
stress and psychological well-being. Manuscript submitted for 
publication in Journal of Marriage and Family.
Construct measured Degree to which employed parents are concerned about the welfare of 
their school-aged children during the after-school hours
Brief description The measure contains 10 items. Respondents indicate their level 
of concern about their target child’s after-school arrangements in a 
variety of domains including safety, travel, productive use of time, and 
dependability, among others. Items are rated on a 4-point scale from 1 = 
not at all to 4 = extremely.
Sample items ■	 How much do you worry about your school-aged child’s travel to 
and from (his/her) after-school arrangements?
	How much do you worry that your school-aged child’s after-school 
arrangements will fall through?
	How much do you worry about whether your school-aged child is 
spending (his/her) after-school time productively?
Appropriate for whom    Employed parents of school-aged (i.e., K-12) children, whether or not  
(i.e. which population/s) those children are in formal after-school arrangements
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Items were generated by the researchers and further refined through two 
stages of pilot testing with employees at all levels of a Boston-area utility 
company. After the draft measure was developed, focus groups were 
convened with mothers and fathers of children in grades K through 12 
for a general discussion of their issues with after-school arrangements; 
afterwards, participants were asked to give feedback on the draft measure 
which was then used to refine it. In the next stage, 59 employees at the 
same company completed mail surveys; based on these findings, the 
authors further refined the PASS measure.
Psychometric properties Study SampleS
The revised measure has been administered to and validated in (1) a 
small sample of employees who have school-aged children and who 
work at a Boston-area consumer goods company, (2) a small sample 
of employees who have school-aged children and who work at a North 
Carolina software company, and (3) a larger sample of employees in six 
states who have school-aged children and who work for a large financial 
TiTle of measure parental after-SCHool StreSS (paSS)
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services company. The measure was administered as a web-based survey 
to Samples 1 and 2 and as a mailed survey to Sample 3. The authors are 
currently administering the measure to a community sample of parents 
with school-aged children in three family types: dual-earner couples, 
single-breadwinner couples, and employed single parents.
Participants Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Sample Size 36 36 243
Age Range 24-47 32-55 25-59
Mean (SD) 38.0 (5.7) 41.3 (5.5) 39.2 (6.3)
Gender Female 31 31 205
Male 5 5 38
Validity
Construct Validity
The measure of parental after-school stress (PASS) is related to other 
variables in predicted ways. For example, in Sample 3, the authors found 
that parents whose jobs are less flexible and whose children spend more 
time unsupervised by an adult after school report significantly higher 
levels of PASS, and that parents with high PASS report significantly 
higher levels of job disruptions and significantly lower levels of 
psychological well-being (Barnett, 2003; Barnett & Gareis, under 
review).
reliability
Internal Consistency
Sample Cronbach’s α
1. Employees who have school-aged children and 
who work at a Boston-area consumer goods 
company
.76
2. Employees who have school-aged children and 
who work at a North Carolina software company
.82
3. Employees who have school-aged children and 
who work at a large financial services company
.87
Comments ■	 More than one-third (37.2%) of the labor force consists of parents 
of minor children, the majority of those children are of school age. 
However, most parents have work schedules that prevent them 
from being home when their children get out of school, leaving a 
substantial gap between the time the school day ends and the time 
most parents get home from work.
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	Note that one manuscript on this measure is currently being revised 
for resubmission to a peer-reviewed journal, and a second is in 
preparation after being invited for a special issue of a peer-reviewed 
journal.
Bibliography (studies that Barnett, R. C., & Gareis, K. C. (2004, July/August). Parental after- 
have used the measure) school stress, psychological distress, and job performance. Paper  
 presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological  
 Association, Honolulu, HI.
Barnett, R. C. (2003, June). Community: The missing link in work-
family research. Paper presented at the Workforce/Workplace 
Mismatch: Work, Family, Health, and Well-being conference, 
Washington, DC.
Barnett, R. C., & Gareis, K. C. (2005) Predictors and consequences of 
parental after-school stress. Manuscript in preparation for special issue 
of American Behavioral Scientist.
Contact Information Rosalind Chait Barnett
Community, Families & Work Program
Brandeis University Women’s Studies Research Center
Mailstop 079, 515 South Street
Waltham, MA 02453-2720, USA
Tel: 781-736-2287
e-mail: rbarnett@brandeis.edu
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Source/Primary reference Barnett, R. C., Gareis, K. C., & Brennan, R. T. (1999). Fit as a mediator 
of the relationship between work hours and burnout. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 4, 307-317.
Construct measured Degree to which work schedule meets own and family needs
Brief description The scale includes 11 items in three domains:
1. Fit of own schedule for oneself (self/self schedule fit)
2. Fit of own schedule for other family members; i.e., partner, children, 
elderly dependents (self/family schedule fit)
3. Fit of partner’s schedule, if applicable, for all family members; i.e., 
self, partner, children, elderly dependents (partner/family schedule fit)
Items are rated on a 7-point scale from 1 = extremely poorly to 7 = 
extremely well.
Sample items Self/self schedule fit
	Taking into account your current work hours and schedule, how well 
is your work arrangement working for you?
Self/family schedule fit
	Taking into account your current work hours and schedule, how well 
is your work arrangement working for your child(ren), if any?
Partner/family schedule fit
	Taking into account your partner’s current work hours and schedule, 
how well is (his/her) work arrangement working for your elderly 
dependent(s), if any?
Appropriate for whom    People who are employed outside the home; especially relevant for  
(i.e. which population/s) workers with partners/families, but the self/self subscale can be used  
 with any worker
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Items were generated based on a review of the literature on work 
schedules and on the work-family interface. Workers are conceptualized 
as members of family systems who make and evaluate decisions about 
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TiTle of measure Work SCHedule fit
family members’ work schedules based on consideration of the needs of 
all members of the family system. Work schedule fit is the extent to which 
workers have been able to optimize their work-family strategies, meeting 
their own and their family members’ needs.
Psychometric properties Study SampleS
The measure has been administered to and validated in (1) a sample of 
reduced-hours physicians and their employed partners, (2) a sample of 
full-time and reduced-hours female physicians and licensed practical 
nurses in dual-earner couples with children under high school age, and 
(3) a sample of day- and evening-shift registered nurses and their full-
time employed partners with children between 8 and 14. We are currently 
administering the measure to a community sample of parents with school-
aged (K-12) children in three family types: dual-earner couples, single-
breadwinner couples, and employed single parents.
Participants Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Sample Size 280 186 110
Age Range 31-68 27-51 32-48
Mean (SD) 42.6 (6.9) 40.1 (6.9) 43.3 (4.3)
Gender Female 140 186 55
Male 140 55
Race/ 
Ethnicity
Caucasian 92.5% 70.4% 94.5%
African American 0.7% 7.5% -
Hispanic/Latino/Latina 2.5% 2.7% -
Asian 2.9% 18.8% 5.5%
Other 1.4% 0.5% -
Validity
Construct Validity
The measure of work schedule fit is related to other variables in predicted 
ways. For example, fit is a better predictor of quality-of-life outcomes 
such as psychological distress, life satisfaction, burnout, job-role quality, 
and marital-role quality than is the number of work hours per se (Gareis 
& Barnett, 2001). In another study, the results of structural equation 
modeling show that the relationship between number of hours worked and 
burnout is mediated by work schedule fit in a sample of reduced-hours 
physicians; that is, at any level of work hours, physicians with poorer fit 
have higher levels of burnout at work (Barnett, Gareis, & Brennan, 1999).
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reliability
Internal Consistency
Sample Cronbach’s α
1. Reduced-hours physicians and their employed 
partners
.70
2. Full-time and reduced-hours female physicians and 
licensed practical nurses in dual-earner couples 
with children under high school age
.70
3. Day- and evening-shift registered nurses and their 
full-time employed partners with children between 
8 and 14
.77
Test-Retest Reliability
In Sample 1, a stability coefficient of r = .83 (p = .000) over an interval of 
one to three months indicates that the work schedule fit measure has high 
test-retest reliability.
Comments 
Bibliography (3-5 recent Barnett, R. C., Gareis, K. C., & Brennan, R. T. (1999). Fit as a  
studies that have used the  mediator of the relationship between work hours and burnout. Journal  
measure) of Occupational Health Psychology,4(4), 307-317.
Gareis, K. C., & Barnett, R. C. (2001, August). Schedule fit and stress-
related outcomes among women doctors with families. Paper presented 
at the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, San 
Francisco, CA.
Gareis, K. C., Barnett, R. C., & Brennan, R. T. (2003). Individual and  
crossover effects of work schedule fit: A within-couple analysis. Journal 
of Marriage and Family, 65(4), 1041-1054.
Contact Information Rosalind Chait Barnett
Community, Families & Work Program
Brandeis University Women’s Studies Research Center
Mailstop 079, 515 South Street
Waltham, MA 02453-2720, USA
Tel: 781-736-2287
e-mail: rbarnett@brandeis.edu
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Source/Primary reference Behson, S. J. (2002). Coping with family-to-work conflict: The role 
of informal work accommodations to family. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 7(4), 324-341.
Construct measured Ways in which employees temporarily and informally adjust their 
usual work patterns in an attempt to balance their work and family 
responsibilities
Brief description The scale includes 16 IWAF behaviors. Respondents are asked to rate 
how often they have exercised the behavior in question. The response 
alternatives range from 1 = never (about once a year or less) to 5 = very 
often (once or more per day). 
In addition, an open-ended question asks respondents to describe any 
other ways in which they have adjusted their work to address family 
concerns.
Sample items Some employees adjust their typical work patterns in order to meet family 
responsibilities. Please think of the ways in which you may have done 
things differently at work in order to address family concerns. How often 
have you done each of the following things:
	Arranging to leave work early in order to attend a family event.
	Leaving work during the day but completing the work later that night 
(either at home or at the office).
	Receiving family-related phone calls while at work.
	Phoning or e-mailing family members from work.
	Having your children come in to work so you can keep an eye on 
them.
Appropriate for whom    Working adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed The scale items were developed based on a literature review, two pilot 
studies, and several focus groups.
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TiTle of measure informal Work aCCommodationS to family (iWaf)
Psychometric properties Study Sample
Participants Sample 1 Sample 2
Sample Size n = 141 n = 128
Description
Employees of 
10 branches of a 
large Northeast 
telecommunication 
company
Two mid-sized private 
secular universities 
in the Northeast and 
one small private 
religious college in the 
Southeast
Gender Female 54.1% 59.4%Male 45.9% 40.6%
Marital
Status
Married 65.7% 46%
Not married 34.3% 54%
Job 
Categories
Managerial/
Administrative 50.5% -
Sales 29.0% -
Clerical 5.9% -
Other 4.7% -
Sample 1: 51.9% of the respondents had at least one child less than 
18 years of age living with them. Among respondents, 66.7% of their 
spouses were employed full-time.
Sample 2: 44% of the respondents had at least one child less than 18 
years of age living with them. The average household income of the 
respondents ranged from $20,000 to $200,000 and their average tenure 
at their current employer ranged from 1 to 264 months (22 years). The 
second study was conducted to provide evidence of the convergent and 
discriminant validity of the IWAF.
Validity
Content Validity
The IWAF items were based on literature review and results of the two 
pilot studies. In the first stage of pilot testing, a number of informal, 
semi-structured interviews with a convenience sample of working 
parents were conducted. In the second stage, several focus groups were 
conducted in two separate organizations. In total, 37 people participated 
in all focus groups. Within each focus group, participants (i) read a 
consent form, (ii) were asked to write down a list of the ways in which 
they did things differently at work to accommodate family-related 
matters, (iii) filled out the IWAF scale, (iv) discussed how well the items 
in the IWAF scale reflected the actions in their lists and were asked to 
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TiTle of measure informal Work aCCommodationS to family (iWaf)
critique the scale, (v) discussed general work-family issues, and (vi) were 
given a copy of the full questionnaire to fill out on their own and return. 
The focus group participants suggested some changes for the IWAF scale 
content. 
Concurrent Validity
Correlations between the IWAF scale and other related measures were 
derived.
Measure IWAFScale
Family-to-Work Conflict (Netemeyer, 1996) .22
Ways of Coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984)
- Problem-Focused Coping
- Seeking Social Support
- Emotion-Focused Coping
.09
.23
-.40
Parental Responsibility Index-Responsibility for Dependents 
Scale (Rothausen, 1999)
.22
Financial Responsibility (Loscocco, 1998) -.21
Control Over Work Schedule (Iverson, Olekalns, & Erwin, 
1998; Thomas & Ganster, 1995)
.35
All correlations greater than .17 in absolute value are statistically 
significant at p < .05. 
reliability
Internal Consistency
Scale α = 
Informal Work Accommodations to Family .79
Comments ■	 The IWAF scale proved to be reasonably valid and reliable in two 
separate samples.
	Some problems of the scale may be associated with the summation 
of items across broad behavioral constructs. The approach may have 
reduced inter-item correlations, introduced unsystematic variance, 
and served to attenuate relationships between the IWAF scale and 
hypothesized predictors. However, despite these issues, the IWAF 
scale was found to be valid and reliable.
	The relatively small sample sizes precluded factor analysis of the 
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IWAF scale items. Identification of an underlying factor structure 
could allow examination of linkages between particular IWAF factors 
and other relevant constructs.
	Sample 1 was drawn from a single organization which may have 
unique characteristics. Additional research is necessary to determine 
the external validity of the study findings across different populations 
and settings. For example, workers in blue-collar or high-customer-
contact occupations may not have the option to use IWAF behaviors 
or may use them very differently.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Scott J. Behson, Chair
Department of Management 
Samuel J. Silberman College of Business Administration
Fairleigh Dickinson University
1000 River Road (H-DH2-06)
Teaneck, New Jersey, NJ 07666, USA
Tel: 201-692-7233
e-mail: Behson@fdu.edu
www.scottbehson.homestead.com
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Source/Primary reference Bohen, H., & Viveros-Long, A. (1981). Balancing job and family life: Do 
flexible work schedules help? Philadelphia: Temple University Press.
Construct measured Perceptions of stress related to internalized values and emotions (worry, 
guilt, pressure, contentment, fulfillment, balance) in regard to job and 
family obligations
Brief description The instrument includes 19 questions rated on a 5-point scale ranging 
from 1 = always to 5 = never.
Items covered 5 dimensions (based on the work of Komarovsky, 1977):
1. Ambiguity about norms (3 items)
2. Socially structured insufficiency of resources for role fulfillment (3 
items)
3. Low rewards for role conformity (3 items)
4. Conflict about normative phenomena (4 items)
5. Overload of role obligations (6 items)
The scale is divided into two parts. The “Adult” part can be answered by 
participants with or without children. In the second part, “Parent,” the 
items are relevant only for people with children.
Sample items ■	 I worry that other people at work think my family interferes with my 
job.
	 I worry about how my kids are when I am working.
	 I feel more respected than I would if I didn’t have a job.
	My work keeps me away from my family too much.
	 I feel I have more to do than I can handle comfortably.
Appropriate for whom    Employed persons with or without children 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
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How developed The development strategy for the Family Management Scale and the Role 
Strain Scale were coordinated. To develop the items for the scale, the 
authors followed three methods. First, they reviewed statements of family 
members who participated in five studies. Their statements were coded 
for areas of strain in performing family and work roles.
As a second strategy, individual and group conversations were held with 
10 families. Parents were asked to report on the strains they experience 
when trying to be both good workers and good parents. Children 
described the types of strains faced by their parents.
In a third step, the statements developed from the prior two strategies 
were shown in written form to two groups of federal employees in two 
different agencies. They discussed whether each statement reflected their 
feelings and experience.
Psychometric properties Study Sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size N = 706
Description
Women and men employed by one of two 
agencies of the U.S. federal government, 
working either standard time or “flexitime”
Gender† Standard Time Flexitime
Female 49% 45%
Male 51% 55%
Race/Ethnicity Standard Time Flexitime
White 67% 70%
Minorities 33% 30%
†Gender and race/ethnicity are reported for the target sample, rather than 
the final study sample.
Validity
Content Validity
To establish the initial content validity, six judges reviewed the items. 
They rated them according to the degree the items tapped the content 
designated for the scale. Items that were approved in this process were 
included in the scale.
Construct Validity
To establish the construct validity of the scale, a factor analysis was 
performed, using a principal components analysis with varimax rotation. 
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The scale was considered in three parts, one for all adults, one for parents 
only, and a total scale combining the first two. The analyses showed that 
the items did not factor perfectly, but the three versions do have factorial 
clusters that coincide with five of the six of Komarovsky’s (1977) modes 
that served as a theoretical basis for the scale.
Concurrent Validity
Respondents’ scores on the scale were correlated with their score on a 
set of criterion variables. Positive correlations were found between the 
degree of role strain and the time spent working and commuting, the time 
spent at the job and in family work, as well as the perception of family-
work interference.
Adult Scale Total Scale
Criterion Variable n = r = n = r = 
# of hours worked 567 .08* 273 .07
# of hours working and commuting 550 .16*** 268 .11*
# of hours at job and in family work 243 .24*** 242 .18**
Spouse works 838 .09* 221 .17**
Perception of family work 
interference 549 .49*** 271 .52***
Age of youngest child 540 -.05 271 -.09
Family life-cycle stage 574 .10** 273 -.09
Outside help 430 -.06 267 -.03
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
reliability
Internal Consistency
Pretest (n = 50):
Scale α = 
Job-Family Role Strain .71
Posttest:
Adult Scale Total Scale
Sample n = α = n = α = 
Female 170 .67 66 .55
Male 263 .64 113 .53
Total 481 .72 212 .60
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Comments ■	 The measure is not directly about workplace issues. However, it is 
relevant to the broader topic of work-life integration, and as such can 
provide useful information.
	Assesses multiple aspects of role strain including ambiguity 
re: organizational norms, fit between personal values and role 
expectations, and role overload.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Halcyone H. Bohen
5357 Macarthur Blvd.
Washington, DC  20016-2539, USA
Tel: 202-364-0962
e-mail: halcybohen@aol.com
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Source/Primary reference Bohen, H., & Viveros-Long, A. (1981). Balancing job and family life: Do 
flexible work schedules help? Philadelphia: Temple University Press.
Construct measured Feelings about the logistics of family life
Brief description The scale is concerned with the routine and special activities that 
employed persons must manage outside their hours of work. The scale 
includes a list of 21 activities that are rated on a 5-point scale based on 
how difficult the respondent feels it is to manage each type of family 
responsibility. A higher score indicates more difficulties. It has some 
questions for all adults and some for parents only.
It includes items regarding:
	health
	education/child care
	 retail services
	commuting
	 family interaction
	community interaction
	general overlapping items
Sample items How difficult is it:
	To go to health care appointments
	To go to school events for your children
	To go shopping
	To avoid rush hour
	To visit or help neighbors or friends
	To adjust your work hours to the needs of the other family members.
	To go to work later that usual if you need to
Appropriate for whom    Employed persons with or without children 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
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TiTle of measure family management SCale
How developed The development strategy for the Family Management Scale and the Role 
Strain Scale were coordinated. To develop the items for the scale, the 
authors followed three methods. First, they reviewed statements of family 
members who participated in five studies. Their statements were coded 
for areas of strain in performing family and work roles.
As a second strategy, individual and group conversations were held with 
10 families. Parents were asked to report on the strains they experience 
when trying to be both good workers and good parents. Children 
described the types of strains faced by their parents.
In a third step, the statements developed from the prior two strategies 
were shown in written form to two groups of federal employees in two 
different agencies. They discussed whether each statement reflected their 
feelings and experience.
Psychometric properties Study Sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size N = 706
Description
Women and men employed by one of two 
agencies of the U.S. federal government, 
working either standard time or 
“flexitime”
Gender† Standard Time Flexitime
Female 49% 45%
Male 51% 55%
Race/Ethnicity† Standard Time Flexitime
White 67% 70%
Minorities 33% 30%
†Gender and race/ethnicity are reported for the target sample, rather than 
the final study sample.
Validity
Content Validity
To establish the initial content validity, six judges reviewed the items. 
They rated them according to the degree the items tapped the content 
designated for the scale. Items that were approved in this process were 
included in the scale.
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Construct Validity
To establish the construct validity of the scale, a factor analysis was 
performed, using a principal components analysis with varimax rotation. 
The scale was considered in three parts, one for all adults, one for parents 
only, and a total scale combining the first two. As anticipated, the items 
for the adult scale factored into 3 clusters and the items for the parent 
scale factored into 1 cluster. Items for the total scale did not cluster into 
4 factors as expected, rather 5 factors emerged. However, the items still 
clustered in generally expected categories, with child care activities 
accounting for the greatest variance.
Respondents’ scores on the scale were correlated with their scores on a 
set of criterion variables. Positive correlations were found between the 
family management scale and the hours worked, the time spent working 
and commuting, perception of family-work interference, as well as the 
number of children under 18 years living at home.
Adult Scale Total Scale
Criterion Variable N = r = N = r = 
# of hours worked 544 .18*** 222 .18**
# of hours working and commuting 527 .24*** 219 .23***
# of hours at job and in family work 228 .01 195 -.08
Spouse works 352 .02 173 -.09
Perception of family-work 
interference 528 .41*** 220 .42***
# of children under 18 years living 
at home 542 .15*** 219 .28***
Family life-cycle stage 553 .10* 222 .14*
Outside help 397 -.01 217 .83
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
reliability
Internal Consistency
Pretest (N = 50):
Scale α = 
Family Management .93
Posttest:
Adult Scale Total Scale
Sample N = α = N = α = 
Female 208 .88 40 .92
Male 239 .89 52 .91
Total 449 .89 92 .92
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Test-retest Reliability
Scale Reliability Estimate
Family Management .93
Comments 
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Halcyone H. Bohen
5357 Macarthur Blvd.
Washington, DC  20016-2539, USA
Tel: 202-364-0962
e-mail: halcybohen@aol.com
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 Source/Primary reference Cedillo-Becerril, L. (1999). Psychosocial risk factors among women  
 workers in the maquiladora industry in Mexico. Doctoral dissertation,  
 Dept. of Work Environment, University of Massachusetts Lowell.
Construct measured Lack of balance between job and family responsibilities
Brief description The approach is a 2-item measure of work-family and family-work 
interference in Spanish, developed for research in Mexico.
Sample items ■	 El tiempo que dedica a su trabajo asalariado ¿le impide cumplir 
totalmente con sus obligaciones domésticas? (Time required  
by your job duties does not allow you to accomplish home 
responsibilities.)
	El tiempo que necesita para cumplir totalmente con sus obligaciones 
domésticas ¿le impide cumplir totalmente con su trabajo asalariado? 
(Time required by your home duties does not allow you to accomplish 
job responsibilities.)
Appropriate for whom   Working populations 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural Spanish (original); available in English 
adaptations available
Mexican culture (original); not tested in another culture
How developed The two general questions were written by the researcher after individual 
and group interviews with women workers pointed out some worries 
about balancing job and family responsibilities.
Psychometric properties  Study Sample
Questions were designed and applied as a part of a questionnaire 
answered by 370 Mexican women workers.
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 370
Description Mexican women workers
Work Family/Work-Life Measures
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TiTle of measure SpilloVer betWeen Home and Job reSponSibilitieS
Validity
Construct Validity
Factor analyses were conducted on 16 items, resulting in only 1 factor 
with two items: loading of .84; communality of 0.72. The authors 
actually developed 5 different scales, but only the one shown to have 
the highest predictive validity is reported here. However, two of the 
other scales related to conflicting relationships had somewhat high 
predictive validity as well.
reliability
Internal Consistency
Scale Cronbach’s α = 
Spillover Between Home and Job Responsibilities .67
Comments  ■	 The scale was associated with three psychological strain indicators: 
OR = 1.56, 1.58, and 2.33 for depression, anger and exhaustion 
(controlling for 4 non-work stressors in multivariable logistic 
regression models).
	The scale showed good psychometric and predictive properties. 
However, the authors opined that additional items should be 
developed to strengthen it, since it was originally intended to include 
5 items.
Bibliography (studies that  There are two ongoing studies that are using the scale reported here: 
have used the measure)
Scarone, M. Trabajo y tensión psicológica: factores psicosociales 
de riesgo para la salud de las trabajadoras del servicio telefónico. 
Estudio de la interacción cliente trabajadora. Tesis de Maestria en 
Ciencias Sociales, area de Relaciones Industriales. El Colegio de 
Sonora, Mexico.
Torres A. L. Evaluación macro-ergonómica y estrés durante el embarazo 
en mujeres derechohabientes del Instituto Mexicano del Seguro Social.
Contact Information Leonor Cedillo
e-mail: leonor_cedillo@yahoo.com
No cost
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Source/Primary reference Eaton, S. C. (1999). Gender and the structure of work in biotechnology. 
The Annals of the New York Academy of Science, 865, 175-188.
Construct measured The extent to which the organization supports employee efforts to balance 
work and family
Brief description One section includes 7 items about perceptions of organizational policies 
and expectations about work-life issues. Each item is rated on a 5-point 
scale from “not at all” to “a great deal.”
A separate scale covers the formal and informal availability and the 
usability of 10 company policies and programs that assist in balancing 
work and family.
Sample items Section 1:
	Do your managers have a good understanding of people’s work and 
family needs?
	Does your company expect employees to keep family matters out of 
the workplace?
	Are you expected to work long hours on short notice?
	Do you need to negotiate individually with your supervisor when you 
have a personal life concern that might conflict with your work?
	Do you worry that requesting time off for personal reasons will hurt 
your career?
Section 2: Scales of Formal W/F Practices, Informal W/F Practices, and 
Perceived Usability (alternately called “PERC” and “USABLE”)
For each flexibility policy or benefit listed below, please indicate:
	Whether it is formally available?
	Whether it is informally available?
	Whether, if it is available, you feel free to use it?
Ten policies are then listed, including flextime, job sharing, and use of 
sick days to care for children.
Appropriate for whom    Adult workers  
(i.e. which population/s)
TiTle of measure Work-family poliCieS-perCeiVed management Support and uSability
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TiTle of measure Work-family poliCieS-perCeiVed management Support and uSability
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Based on interviews with human resource personnel and others, the 
primary author identified seven practices that could potentially affect 
work-life balance that are related to organizational flexibility. These 
became the basis for the survey items in Section 1.
Psychometric properties Study Sample
Interviews and surveys were conducted with employees (n = 461) in 
seven biopharmaceutical firms in one state, ranging from quite large 
(over 1,000 employees) to small (fewer than 100). Most participants 
were well-educated (college or graduate degree) and held professional 
or managerial positions with mean household incomes around 
$70,000.
Women
n = 253 (56%)
Men
n = 200 (44%)
Median Range Median Range
Age 35.6 22-59 37.7 19-68
Years of Service 4.6 0-14 4.8 0-16
n (%) n (%)
Employed Full-Time 235 94% 197 100%
Married or partnered 176 64% 151 78%
One or more children 110 40% 109 56%
The ethnic/racial make-up of the sample was not reported.
Validity
Content Validity
Open-ended interview questions and data from in-depth company case 
studies (observations, group discussions, focused interviews) (Eaton & 
Bailyn, 1999) were used to explore these issues in depth and to generate 
survey questions.
The means and standard deviations were higher for informal than for 
formal policies. The author interpreted these findings as evidence of face 
validity, in that flexibility is likely to be available either through formal 
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TiTle of measure Work-family poliCieS-perCeiVed management Support and uSability
company policies or through informal work group arrangements and the 
variability in such arrangements within a company or industry should 
therefore be higher.
Construct Validity
Scores on the USABLE index were higher for managers, which would be 
consistent with a higher degree of job control.
Comments ■	 Goes beyond theoretical availability to address a specific feature of 
the work environment, namely whether policies are really experienced 
as accessible to employees
	 In cross-sectional data, the USABLE index was positively associated 
with organizational commitment; consistent with expectations, this 
association was weaker among employees who experienced a higher 
degree of control over their work pace and scheduling.
	More psychometric assessment is needed in general.
	 In particular, since the ethnic/racial make-up of the sample was 
not reported, it would be useful to assess the scale’s validity and 
reliability for multiple ethnic/racial groups.
Bibliography (studies that  Eaton, S. C. (1998). Gender and work in biotech firms. Radcliffe 
have used the measure) Quarterly, 84(2), 25. 
Eaton, S. C. (1999). Work and family practices in biotech firms. 
In P. Voos, (Ed). Proceedings of the Industrial Relations Research 
Association Annual Meeting, New York, 1, 8-14.
Eaton, S. (2003). If you can use them: Flexibility, policies, 
organizational commitment and perceived performance. Industrial 
Relations, 145-167.
Eaton, S. C. & Bailyn, L. (1999). Emergent career paths in changing 
organizations: Work and life strategies of professionals in biotechnology 
firms. Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 
562, 159-173.
Contact Information Susan Eaton
e-mail: Susan_Eaton@ksg.harvard.edu
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Source/Primary reference Friedman, S. & Greenhaus, J. (2000). Work and family: Allies or enemies. 
New York, NY. Oxford University Press.
Construct measured Organizational support for work and family balance
Brief description The instrument includes 5 items about respondents’ perceptions of the 
support employees in general receive for balancing work and family 
responsibilities. Each item is rated on a 5-point scale from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree.
Sample items ■	 The level of commitment expected by my organization requires that 
employees choose between advancing their careers and devoting time 
to their families. (reverse score)
	My organization is understanding when employees have a hard time 
juggling work and family responsibilities.
	Career advancement is jeopardized if employees do not accept 
assignments because of their family responsibilities. (reverse score)
	My organization has a satisfactory family leave policy.
	My organization allows for flexibility in work scheduling.
Appropriate for whom    Employed persons, with or without children 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Items were developed by authors based on a review of relevant literature.
Psychometric properties  Study Sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 861
Description Employed alumni from two business schools
Age Mean 38.4
Gender Female 33.8%Male 66.2%
Race/Ethnicity Caucasian 92.6%
Marital Status Married 75.6%Not Married 24.4%
Have Children 57.5%
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TiTle of measure employer Support for family
reliability
Internal Consistency
Scale α = 
Employer Support for Family .78
Comments ■	 Looks at perceptions of organizational support and values (i.e., adds 
an assessment of the organizational context that complements many 
of the other work-life measures that tap individuals’ overload, stress, 
and/or role conflict).
	The scale was developed with a primarily white sample. It would be 
useful to assess its validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/racial 
groups.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Jeffrey H. Greenhaus
William A. Mackie Professor
Department of Management
Drexel University
Philadelphia, PA 19104, USA
e-mail: jhg23@drexel.edu
Stewart Friedman
e-mail: Friedman@wharton.upenn.edu
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Source/Primary reference Friedman, S. & Greenhaus, J. (2000). Work and family: Allies or enemies. 
New York, NY. Oxford University Press.
Construct measured The perception that the demands of the work role and the demands of the 
family role interfere with one another.
Brief description The instrument includes 11 items organized into 3 subscales (all rated on 
a 5-point scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree):
1. Behavioral Work Interference with Family – 2 items
2. Work Interference with Family - 4 items
3. Family Interference with Work - 5 items
Two additional items ask respondents about pressures to decide between 
career and family (the first of which was reverse scored).
Sample items Behavioral Work Interference with Family
	My partner complains that I treat family members as if they are work 
associates or subordinates.
	 I find it difficult making the transition from my job to home life.
Work Interference with Family
	When I spend time with my family I am bothered by all the things on 
the job that I should be doing.
	Because of my job responsibilities, the time I spend with my family is 
less enjoyable and more pressured.
	Because of my job responsibilities I have to miss out on home or 
family activities in which I should participate.
	Pursuing a demanding career makes it difficult for me to be an 
attentive spouse/partner.
Family Interference with Work
	When I spend time on my job, I am bothered by all the things I should 
be doing with my family.
	The demands of family life interfere with achieving success in my 
career.
	Being a parent limits my career success.
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TiTle of measure Work-family interferenCe and tradeoffS
	Because of my family responsibilities, I have to turn down job 
activities or opportunities that I should take on.
	Because of my family responsibilities, the time that I spend on my job 
is less enjoyable and more pressured.
Tradeoffs
	 I can “have it all” (a rewarding career, satisfying family relationships 
and a fulfilling personal life).
	The conflicting demands of career and family require that I decide 
which is more important.
Appropriate for whom   Employed persons, with or without children 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Items were developed by authors based on a review of relevant literature.
Psychometric properties  Study Sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 861
Description Employed alumni from two business schools
Age Mean 38.4
Gender Female 33.8%Male 66.2%
Race/Ethnicity Caucasian 92.6%
Marital Status Married 75.6%Not Married 24.4%
Have Children 57.5%
reliability
Internal Consistency
Subscale α = 
Behavioral Work Interference with Family .68
Work Interference with Family .73
Family Interference with Work .78
Tradeoffs .58
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Comments The scale was developed with a primarily white sample. It would be 
useful to assess its validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/racial 
groups.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Jeffrey H. Greenhaus
William A. Mackie Professor
Department of Management
Drexel University
Philadelphia, PA 19104, USA
e-mail: jhg23@drexel.edu
Stewart Friedman
e-mail: Friedman@wharton.upenn.edu
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Source/Primary reference Friedman, S. & Greenhaus, J. (2000). Work and family: Allies or enemies. 
New York, NY. Oxford University Press.
Construct measured Adjustment of work schedule for family and personal reasons
Brief description The instrument includes 4 items about respondents’ perceptions of the 
frequency with which the respondent has adjusted or limited his or her 
work schedule to meet family or personal needs over the last two years. 
Each item is rated on a 5-point scale from never to frequently.
Sample items Within the last two years, how often have you:
	Adjusted your hours of arrival and departure from work to suit your 
personal and family activities.
	Structured your hours at work in order to be home at certain specific 
times.
	Limited the time you devoted to work during weekends.
	Limited the time you devoted to work-related travel.
Appropriate for whom   Employed persons, with or without children 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed Items were developed by authors based on a review of relevant literature.
Psychometric properties  Study Sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 861
Description Employed alumni from two business schools
Age Mean 38.4
Gender
Female 33.8%
Male 66.2%
Race/Ethnicity Caucasian 92.6%
Marital Status Married 75.6%Not Married 24.4%
Have Children 57.5%
Work Family/Work-Life Measures
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TiTle of measure adJuStment of Work SCHedule
reliability
Internal Consistency
Scale α = 
Adjustment of Work Schedule .70
Comments ■	 The scale was developed with a primarily white sample. It would be 
useful to assess its validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/racial 
groups.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Jeffrey H. Greenhaus
William A. Mackie Professor
Department of Management
Drexel University
Philadelphia, PA 19104, USA
e-mail: jhg23@drexel.edu
Stewart Friedman
e-mail: Friedman@wharton.upenn.edu
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Source/Primary reference Frone M., & Yardley, J. K. (1996). Workplace family-supportive 
programs: Predictors of employed parents’ importance ratings. Journal 
of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 69(4), 351-367.
Construct measured Interference of the employed adults’ family roles with their work roles 
and responsibilities.
Brief description Twelve items were used to assess work-family conflict; six items each 
assessed the degree to which a respondent’s job interferes with his 
or her home life (work-[>]family conflict) and the degree to which a 
respondent’s home life interferes with his or her job (family-[>]work 
conflict). A 5-point response scale was used with 1 = never to 5 = very 
often.
Sample	items� ���������amil�� �����i�t	 	
	After work, I come home too tired to do some of the things I'd like 
to do.
	On the job I have so much work to do that it takes away from my 
personal interests.
	My family/friends dislike how often I am preoccupied with my 
work while I am at home.
	My work takes up time that I'd like to spend with family/friends.
Famil������w���	�����i�t
	I’m too tired at work because of the things I have to do at home.
	My personal demands are so great that it takes away from my 
work.
	My superiors and peers dislike how often I am preoccupied with 
my personal life while at work.
	My personal life takes up time that I’d like to spend at work. 
Appropriate for whom    Working adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
TiTle of measure Work-family ConfliCt
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TiTle of measure Work-family ConfliCt
How developed Prior research suggests that family demands affect job outcomes 
indirectly when family demands spill over into work time/tasks, 
whereas work demands affect family outcomes when work demands 
conflict with family (see Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992a, model of 
the work-family interface).
For each of the two dimensions of work-family conflict, the present 
measure was developed by combining the two-item scale developed 
by Frone, Russell, & Cooper (1992a,b) and the four-item scale used by 
Gutek, Searle & Klepa (1991).
Psychometric properties Study Sample
The sample was drawn from a mid-sized financial services company 
located in Ontario, Canada. A questionnaire covering a variety of issues 
regarding work and family life was distributed to all 600 employees. The 
subsample for the present study was composed of the 252 respondents 
who had children living at home.
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 252
Description
Employees of a mid-sized financial services 
company located in Ontario, Canada with 
children living at home
Age Mean (SD) 36.17 (6.19)
Gender Female 74%Male 26%
Race/Ethnicity Not reported
Education
College 45.7%
High School 53.2%
Less than High School 1.2%
Income Median Family (Canadian) $50,000-$59,999
Years with Company Mean (SD) 8.98 (6.60)
Marital Status Married/Living as Married 90.5%
Number of Children 
Living at Home
Mode 2.0
Range 1 - 5
A questionnaire covering a variety of issues regarding work and family 
life was filled out on company time. Respondents were informed that the 
primary purpose of the questionnaire was for an outside research project 
examining job stress and work-family processes. A secondary goal was 
to provide feedback to the company regarding the work-family problems 
and needs of its employees.
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TiTle of measure Work-family ConfliCt
Validity
Construct Validity
To assess the dimensionality of the work-family conflict items, an 
exploratory factor analysis was conducted. The factor analysis revealed 
three factors with eigen values greater than or equal to 1.0. However, 
the scree plot suggested retaining only two factors. A two-factor solution 
revealed that the six work-[>] family conflict items loaded highly on 
the first factor (oblique rotated loadings = .47 to .90), whereas the six 
family-[>] work items loaded highly on the second factor (oblique rotated 
loadings = .46 to .74). In addition, the 12 cross-factor loadings were small 
(oblique rotated loadings = -.06 to. 19).
reliability
Internal Consistency
Scale α = 
Work-[>] family conflict .87
family-[>] work conflict .79
Comments The ethnic/racial make-up of the sample was not reported. It would be 
useful to assess the scale’s validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/
racial groups.
Bibliography (studies that  
have used the measure) 
Contact Information Michael R. Frone
Research Institute on Addictions
University at Buffalo
1021 Main Street
Buffalo, NY 14203-1016, USA
Tel: 716-887-2566
e-mail: frone@ria.buffalo.edu
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Source/Primary reference Geurts, S., Taris, T., Kompier, et al. (in preparation). SWING:   
Development and validation of the ‘Survey Work-home Interaction-
Nijmegen’ in five different occupational groups. Available from Sabine 
Geurts at S.Geurts@psych.kun.nl.
Construct measured The extent to which one’s functioning in one domain is influenced by 
demands from the other domain.
Brief description The instrument consists of 27 items, measured on 4-point scales from 0 = 
(almost) never to 3 = (almost) always. This instrument taps four types of 
work-home interaction (WHI):
1. Work negatively influencing home (WHI-)
2. Home negatively influencing work (HWI-)
3. Work positively influencing home (WHI+)
4. Home positively influencing work (HWI+)
Sample items How often does it happen that . . .
	You are irritable at home because your work is demanding?
	The situation at home makes you so irritable that you take your 
frustrations out on your colleagues?
	You come home cheerfully after a successful day at work, positively 
affecting the atmosphere at home?
	After spending time with your spouse/family/friends, you go to work 
in a good mood, positively affecting the atmosphere at work?
Appropriate for whom    Employed adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural English and Dutch versions are available. There is an additional  
adaptations available shortened version in German.
How developed The authors reviewed 21 existing scales that focus on work-home 
interactions. From a pool of 214, items were chosen that met the 
following criteria:
	Fit the definition of WHI (having a clear direction with the cause in 
one domain and effect in the other domain).
	Are not confounded with outcome measures.
Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
Work Family/Work-Life Measures
223
TiTle of measure SurVey Work-Home interaCtion-niJmegen (SWing)
	Are not confounded with demands from work or home domains.
A team of researchers chose the items appropriate to be included in 
SWING, and when the number of items was too small to cover a 
dimension, new items were developed.
Psychometric properties  Study SampleS
Participants Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Sample Size n = 751 n = 524 n = 624
Description
Employees 
of the Dutch 
Postal Services
Employees from 
a manufacturing 
company in 
the electronic 
industrial sector
Employees 
from a financial 
consultancy firm
Gender Not available Not available Not available
Race/Ethnicity Not available Not available Not available
Validity
Construct Validity
To examine the construct validity of the Dutch SWING, the four subscales 
were related to relevant work and home characteristics. In Sample 1 
workload and job control were measured with the two scales from the 
extensively validated Dutch Questionnaire of Experience and Evaluation 
of Work (Van Veldhoven, Meijman, Broersen, & Fortuin, 1997).
In Samples 2 and 3 the measures of workload and job control were 
based on the well-known Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ) of Karasek 
(1985). The measure of job support was measured by four items derived 
from the Questionnaire of Organizational Stress-Doetinchem (VOS-D; 
Bergers, Marcelissen, & Wolff, 1986). The home variables were for the 
largest part self-developed. The measure of home support was derived 
from Peeters (1994).
Sample 1
Interaction Type Work load
Job 
control
Job 
support
Household 
tasks
Home 
support
WHI- .56 -.27 -.32 - -
HWI- .17 - -.15 .12 -
WHI+ - .11 .16 - -
HWI+ - - .16 - -
  Note: ‘-’ refers to non-significant correlations or correlations < = .10
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Sample 2
Interaction 
Type
Work 
load
Job 
control
Job 
support
Workload at 
home
Household 
tasks
Home 
support
WHI- .40 -.13 -.27 .28 - -
HWI- - -.23 -.16 .34 .16 -.16
WHI+ - - .11 -
HWI+ -.11 - .11 .13 .13 -
Note: ‘-’ refers to non-significant correlations or correlations < .10
Sample 3
Interaction 
Type Work load Job control Job support Household tasks
WHI- .47 - -.25 -.27
HWI- - -.13 - -
WHI+ - - .12 -
HWI+ - - - .14
Note: ‘-’ refers to non-significant correlations or correlations < .10
Factor analysis shows that the four subscales are fairly independent of one 
another.
Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Type HWI- WHI+ HWI+ HWI- WHI+ HWI+ HWI- WHI+ HWI+
WHI- .35 .23 .11 .34 .02 -.02 .27 .08 -.03
HWI- - .12 .08 - .14 .11 - .11 .11
WHI+ - .43 - .55 - .62
HWI+ - - -
reliability
Internal Consistency
Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Interaction 
Type M SD α M SD α M SD α
WHI- .81 .50 .88 .96 .46 .84 .92 .45 .86
HWI- .38 .34 .77 .50 .42 .82 .50 .34 .73
WHI+ .76 .50 .75 .99 .52 .72 .98 .53 .80
HWI+ 1.20 .78 .82 1.16 .67 .84 1.29 .62 .78
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Comments Documentation of relationships to health
Fatigue was measured with a subscale from the Checklist Individual 
Strength (CIS; Vercoulen, Alberts, & Bleijenberg, 1999). Health 
complaints were measured by the VOEG (13-item version; Joosten & 
Drop, 1987), but with exclusion of four items that referred to fatigue. 
The sleep quality measure was based on the Groninger Sleep Quality 
Scale (GSKS, Meijman et al., 1988). Depressive mood was measured 
by a short version of the CES-D (Kohout et al., 1993; Radloff, 1977).
Sample
1
Sample
2
Sample
3
Type Fatigue
Health 
complaints
Sleep 
quality Fatigue
Depressive 
mood
Sleep 
quality Fatigue
WHI- .52 .38 -.38 .49 .52 -.46 .47
HWI- .24 .17 -.24 .44 .40 -.29 .29
WHI+ - - - - - - -
HWI+ - - - - - - -
Note: ‘-’ refers to non-significant correlations or correlations < .10
	There are several strengths of this instrument:
o	 one of the few instruments that measure not only negative but also 
positive interaction between work and home
o	 based on a theoretical framework
o	 applicable to all employed workers (those with and without 
partner or children)
	Some disadvantages include:
o	 Quite long (27 items), although short version (16 items) is 
available, and the four subscales can be used apart from one 
another.
o	 Mean scores on the four subscales are rather low.
o	 Relationship with demands in home situation is not completely 
clear.
Bibliography (studies that Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., & Bulters, A. J. (in press, 2003). The  
have used the measure) loss spiral of work pressure, work-home interference and exhaustion:  
 Reciprocal relations in a three-wave study. Journal of Vocational  
 Behavior.
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Dikkers, J., Den Dulk, L., Geurts, S., & Peper, B. (in press). Work-life 
arrangements and fatigue in two Dutch organizations. In S. Poelmans   
(Ed.), Work and family: An international research perspective, Lawrence 
Erlbaum.
Geurts, S, & Demerouti, E. (2003). Work/non-work interface. A review 
of theories and findings. In M. J. Schabracq, J. A. M. Winnubst, & C. L. 
Cooper (Eds.), The Handbook of Work & Health Psychology (pp. 279-
312). Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.
Montgomery, A., Peeters, M. C. W., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2003). Work-
home interference among newspaper managers: Its relationship with 
burnout and engagement. Anxiety, Stress & Coping 16(17):195-211.
Van der Hulst, M. & Geurts, S. (2001) Associations between overtime 
and psychological health in high-and low-reward jobs. Work & Stress, 15, 
227-240.
Contact Information Dr. S.A. Geurts
University of Nijmegen
Department of Work & Organizational Psychology
P.O. Box 9104
6500 HE Nijmegen, Netherlands
e-mail: S.Geurts@psych.kun.nl
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Source/Primary reference Gutek, B. A., Searle, S. & Klepa, L. (1991). Rational versus gender role    
explanations for work-family conflict. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
76(4), 560-568.
Construct measured Extent to which work demands interfere with family and family demands 
interfere with work
Brief description The instrument consists of 8 items—4 items were developed to measure 
work interference with family (WIF) and 4 times were developed to 
measure family interference with work (FIW). The response options for 
both sets of questions were 5-point scales ranging from 1 = strongly agree 
to 5 = strongly disagree.
Sample items ■	 After work, I come home too tired to do some of the things I’d like to 
do. (WIF)
	On the job I have so much work to do that it takes away from my 
personal interests. (WIF)
	 I’m often too tired at work because of things I have to do at home. 
(FIW)
	My personal demands are so great that it takes away from my work. 
(FIW)
Appropriate for whom    Working adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed The scale was developed by combining items from two previously 
developed scales. Four items developed by Kopelman, Greenhaus, and 
Connoly (1983) assessed work-interference-with family (WIF). Another 
four items, paralleling the WIF items, were developed by Burley (1989) 
to assess family-interference-with-work (FIW). In Gutek’s work, the 
items were reverse coded so that a high score would represent high 
conflict.
Psychometric properties See Kopelman Scale entry for Kopelman’s items. Psychometric 
information on Burley items is not available.
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Study SampleS
Participants Study 1 Study 2
Sample Size n = 534† n = 209‡
Description
Psychologists who were full 
members or fellows of at least 
one of APA Divisions 9 or 35
Senior 
Managers
Average 
Age
Women 47 39
Men 50 46
Gender Female 69.6% 25%
Male 30.4% 75%
Race/ 
Ethnicity Women: White Not reported 87%
Men: White Not reported 82%
†A subsample including only those participants who lived with at least 
one other family member (spouse, significant other of either sex, or a 
child) (n = 423) was used for all analyses. Among these respondents, 65% 
had at least one child living with them.
‡A subsample including only those participants who lived with at least 
one other family member (spouse, significant other of either sex, or a 
child) was used for all analyses. This subsample included 135 men and 43 
women.
Validity
Construct Validity
A factor analysis with varimax rotation revealed that the items for the two 
scales loaded on separate factors. The correlation between the two conflict 
scales was .26 showing that WIF and FIW are distinct.
reliability
Internal Consistency
Study 1 Study 2
Scale α = α = 
WIF .81 .83
FIW .79 .83
Comments ■	 The scale represents an easy-to-use combination and refinement of 
scales developed by others.
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Bibliography (studies that Beutell, N. J., & Wittig-Berman, U. (1999). Predictors of work-family    
have used the measure) conflict and satisfaction with family, job career and life. Psychological  
 Reports, 85(3), 893-904.
Frone, M., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. (1996). Workplace family-
supportive programs: Predictors of employed parents’ importance ratings. 
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 69, 351-366.
Leiter, M. P.; & Durup, M. J. (1996). Work, home, and in-between: A 
longitudinal study of spillover. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 
32(1), 29-48.
Netemeyer, R. G.; & McMurrian, R. (1996). Development and validation 
of work-family conflict and family-work conflict scales. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 81(4), 400-410.
Parasuraman, S., Purohit, Y. S., Godshalk, V. M., & Beutell, N. J. 
(1996). Work and family variables, entrepreneurial career success, and 
psychological well-being. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 48, 275-300.
Contact Information Barbara Gutek
Department of Psychology
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, MI 48109, USA
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Source/Primary reference Hughes, D. & Galinski, E. (1994). Gender, job and family conditions, and 
psychological symptoms. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 18(2), 251-271.
Construct measured Work-family interference
Brief description The measure consists of two subscales rated on a 5-point scale (from 1 = 
never to 5 = very often):
1. Family role difficulty subscale consists of 8 items that tap the family 
role difficulties that are attributed to the job. The items focus on issues 
such as time spent with family and difficulties with accomplishing 
logistical tasks.
2. Job role difficulty subscale consists of 6 items that address family 
role responsibilities that can contribute to difficulties at work. The 
items focus on frequency with which family responsibilities cause 
difficulties in accomplishing work roles.
A global question requested respondents to give their perception of family 
and work interference.
Sample items ■	 Because of my job, it is difficult for me to spend enough time with my 
spouse.
	Because of my family responsibilities, it is difficult for me to get to 
work on time.
	All in all, how much would you say your work and family life 
interfere with each other?
Appropriate for whom   Employed adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural No 
adaptations available
How developed Items were developed by the authors based on issues that emerged at 
work-family workshops in corporate settings as well as conceptual 
distinctions regarding the work-family interface in theoretical literature.
Psychometric properties  Study Sample
The participants were employees of a company in the Northeast. 90% of 
the respondents were white, 3% African American, 5% Asian, and 2% 
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Hispanic. The sample was divided into three categories: employed men 
with nonemployed spouses; employed men with employed spouses; and 
employed women with employed spouses.
Participants
Single-
Earner 
Men
Dual-
Earner 
Men
Dual-
Earner 
Women
Sample Size n = 142 n = 126 n = 161
Age Range 21-67 21-67 22-64Mean 45 42 35
Race/ 
Ethnicity
White         90%
African American          3%
Asian         5%
Hispanic         1%
Have children under 17 years 61% 41% 43%
Validity
Concurrent Validity
The correlation between the first subscale and the global question was 
high; the second subscale was only moderately correlated.
Subscale Global question
Family Role Difficulty r = .72
Job Role Difficulty r = .42
reliability
Internal Consistency
Subscale Cronbach’s α = 
Family Role Difficulty .90
Job Role Difficulty .83
Comments The relationship to general health was not examined.
	The assessment is based on respondents’ self-reports. Relies on 
respondents to make attributions about the causes of their role 
difficulties or psychological states.
	The study sample was predominantly white. It would be useful to 
assess the scale’s validity and reliability for women and for multiple 
ethnic/racial groups.
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have used the measure) 
Contact Information Dianne Hughes
Department of Psychology
New York University
6 Washington Place
New York, NY 10003, USA
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Source/Primary reference Kopelman, R. E., Greenhaus, J. H., & Connoly, T. F. (1983). A model 
of work, family, and interrole conflict: A construct validation study. 
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 32(2), 198-215.
Construct measured Conflict between work and family roles
Brief description The measure includes 8 items to assess the extent of conflict between 
work and family roles (i.e., perceptions of pressures within one role that 
are incompatible with pressures that arise within another role). Each item 
is rated on a 5-point scale that ranges from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 
strongly agree, where the higher the score, the higher the conflict.
Sample items ■	 My work schedule often conflicts with my family life.
	After work I come home too tired to do some of the things I’d like to 
do.
	My family dislikes how often I am preoccupied with my work while I 
am home.
	The demands of my job make it difficult to be relaxed all the time at 
home.
Appropriate for whom    Employed adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed The items for the interrole conflict scale were based on previous research 
that had identified seven types of work-family conflict, with three being 
the most prevalent: excessive work time, schedule conflicts, fatigue, and 
irritability. Based on these findings, 4 items were drafted, three addressing 
excessive work and one fatigue. In the second study, in addition to 
modifying wording of one item, four more items were added: 2 for 
excessive work demands, 1 for fatigue and irritability, and 1 for schedule 
conflicts.
Work Family/Work-Life Measures
234 Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
TiTle of measure interrole ConfliCt SCale
Psychometric properties  Study SampleS
Participants Study 1 Study 2
Sample Size n = 181 n = 91
Description Alumni of a 
technical college
Students employed 
full-time
Age (M (SD)) 43.3 (10.6) 35.6 (9.3)
Gender: Male 100% 50%
Race/Ethnicity Not reported Not reported
Education Advanced DegreeCollege Education
51% 18%
100% 56%
Organizational Tenure (M (SD)) 11.5 (9.9) years 6.9 (6.4) years
Positional Tenure (M (SD)) 4.6 (5) years 4.1 (4.5) years
Married 100% 99%
Spouse Employed 39% 82%
Have Children 84% 57%
Validity
Construct Validity
Interrole conflict was one of three factors that emerged from analysis 
of a broader set of items designed to also assess work conflict and 
family conflict (i.e., incompatible pressures within the work and family 
domains).
Median Factor Loading
Scale Study 1 Study 2
Interrole Conflict .61 .65
Work Conflict .46 .74
Family Conflict .54 .57
Intercorrelations between scales (Pearson product-moment coefficients):
Scale 1 2 3
1 Interrole Conflict 0.30 0.30
2 Work Conflict 0.36 0.30
3 Family Conflict 0.22 0.14
Above diagonal = Study 1
Below diagonal = Study 2
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reliability
Internal Consistence
Cronbach’s alpha scores were high for each of the three scales in both 
studies.
Study 1 Study 2
Interrole Conflict α  = 0.70 α  = 0.89
Work Conflict α  = 0.70 α  = 0.80
Family Conflict α  = 0.65 α  = 0.87
Comments ■	 The validation studies had small samples, and in the second study, a 
convenience sample was used.
	This measure is probably the most frequently used in the formal 
research literature—sometimes as a full scale and sometimes by 
taking a subset of items and combining them with items from other 
sources (Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000). See Gutek, Searle, & 
Klepa (1991) as an example.
	The scale was developed with a predominantly male sample. It is 
possible that factor loadings would have been different, and thus 
different items might have been retained, with a female sample.
	A researcher who recently used this scale with a sample of mothers 
with children under the age of 5 (Tsurikova, 2003, personal 
communication) received feedback that some participants did not 
feel the scale was applicable to their situation. One of the participants 
said that she could imagine men answering those questions, but not 
women. Another participant said that she felt the questions were 
dated and did not capture the current situation for families with young 
children.
	The ethnic/racial make-up of the sample was not reported. It would be 
useful to assess the scale’s validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/
racial groups.
Bibliography (studies that Beutell, N. J., & Witting-Berman, U. (1999). Predictors of work- 
have used the measure) family conflict and satisfaction with family, job career and life.  
 Psychological Reports, 85(3), 893-904.
Gutek, B. A., & Searle, S. (1991). Rational versus gender role 
explanations for work-family conflict. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
76(4), 560-568.
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Thomas, L. T., & Ganster, D. C. (1995). Impact of family-supportive 
work variables on work-family conflict and strain: A control perspective. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 80 (1), 6-15.
Tsurikova, L. (2003). Professional knowledge and work-family balance 
for women psychotherapists. Masters Thesis, University of Massachusetts 
Lowell.
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Baruch College
The City University of New York
17 Lexington Avenue
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Source/Primary reference Netemeyer, R., Boles, J., & McMurrian, R. (1996). Development and  
validation of Work-Family Conflict and Family-Work Conflict Scales. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(4), 400-410.
Construct measured Conflict generated in family life because of work, and conflict generated 
at work because of family
Brief description The instrument has 10 items with two subscales (consisting of 5 items 
each):
1. work-to-family conflict
2. family-to-work conflict.
Items are rated on a 7-point scale, where 1 = strongly disagree to  
7 = strongly agree. The items were designed to measure the conflict itself 
versus the outcomes of work-family or family-work conflict.
Sample items Work-to-Family Conflict (WFC)
	The demands of my work interfere with my home and family life.
	The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfill family 
responsibilities.
Family-to-Work Conflict (FWC)
	The demands of my family or spouse/partner interfere with work-
related activities.
	Family-related strain interferes with my ability to perform job-related 
duties.
Appropriate for whom   Employed adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed The conceptual approach for this instrument is based on the premises 
that WFC and FWC are distinct but related forms of interrole conflict. 
Based on previous work, 110 items were generated to reflect the WFC and 
FWC concepts. Items include general, strain-based, and time-based WFC 
and FWC. Four faculty members evaluated each item and a variation of 
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Cohen’s kappa formula was used to choose the 43 items that would be 
retained.
To create the final version of the instrument, researchers used an iterative 
confirmatory procedure with LISREL VII. Some of the items were deleted 
based on:
	Low loading on the intended factor
	Within-factor correlated measurement error, across-factor correlated 
error, or both
	Standardized factor loadings
	Redundant wording with other items
The general demand, time-based, and strain-based items were carried 
over because they met the criteria for retention. After three iterations, five 
items for each scale were chosen for the instrument.
Psychometric properties Study SampleS
Participants Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Sample Size n = 182 n = 162 n = 186
Description Teachers
Small 
business 
owners
Real estate 
salespersons
Age Median 43 45 48
Gender Female n = 128 † n = 142
Male † n = 96 †
Race/Ethnicity Not reported
Not 
reported Not reported
Marital Status Married n = 157 n = 130 n = 148
Have children living at home n = 93 n = 65 n = 60
†Not reported
Validity
Construct Validity
Factor analyses confirmed that the subscales are empirically distinct.
Concurrent Validity
All three samples completed other surveys beside the WFC and 
FWC scales. The researchers predicted negative correlations between 
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organizational commitment, job satisfaction, life satisfaction, relationship 
agreement, relationship satisfaction, and WFC and FWC. Positive 
correlations were predicted for Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI; 
Maslach & Jackson, 1981), job tension, role conflict, role ambiguity, 
intention to leave the organization, and search for another job. The tables 
show the correlation coefficients.
Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Measure WFC FWC WFC FWC WFC FWC
Organizational 
commitment -.20* -.25**
Job satisfaction -.36** -.30** -.21* -.16* -.27** -.22**
MBI .56** .38** .47** .19*
Job tension .58** .32** .43** .23* .55** .38**
Role conflict .40** .33**
Role ambiguity .39** .35**
Intention to leave 
an organization .25** .23** .14 .02 .28** .17*
Search for 
another job .12 .18* .19* .04 .17* .19**
Life satisfaction -.33** -.44** -.41** -.32** -.53** -.35**
Relationship 
satisfaction -.01 -.16* -.30** -.26** -.27** -.20**
Relationship 
agreement -.14* -.29** -.24* -.20*
*p < .05; ** p < .01
reliability
Internal Consistency
Internal consistency is provided by construct reliability, coefficient alpha, 
and average variance extracted estimates.
WFC FWC
Sample Constructα = 
Coefficient 
α = Average
Construct 
α = 
Coefficient 
α = Average
1 .88 .88 .60 .87 .86 .58
2 .89 .89 .60 .82 .83 .48
3 .88 .88 .59 .90 .89 .64
Comments The ethnic/racial make-up of the sample was not reported. It would 
be useful to assess its validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/racial 
groups.
Work Family/Work-Life Measures
TiTle of measure Work-family ConfliCt and family-Work ConfliCt SCaleS
240 Expanding our Understanding of the Psychosocial Work Environment:  
A Compendium of Discrimination, Harassment, and Work-Family Issues
Bibliography (studies that Aryee, S., Luk, V., & Leung, A. (1999). Role stressors, interrole  
have used the measure) conflict, and well-being: The moderating influence of spousal support  
 and coping behaviors among employed parents in Hong Kong. Journal 
 of Vocational Behavior, 54(2), 259-278.
Burke, R. J., & Greenglass, E. R. (2001). Hospital restructuring, 
work-family conflict and psychological burnout among nursing staff. 
Psychology & Health, 16(5), 583-865.
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Source/Primary reference Small S. A., & Riley D. (1990). Toward a multidimensional assessment 
of work spillover into family life. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 
52, 51-61.
Construct measured Spillover of work into home/personal life.
Brief description The scale is a 20-item measure. Following the authors’ multidimensional 
model, the measure of worker perception of work spillover consists of 
four separate role context subscales:
1. spillover into the marital relationship
2. spillover into the parent-child relationship
3. spillover into leisure time
4. spillover into household tasks
Items are presented as declarative statements and respondents are asked 
to indicate their degree of agreement with each item on a 5-point scale 
ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. 
Sample items Marital relationship scale
	My job helps me have a better relationship with my spouse.
	Worrying about my job is interfering with my relationship with my 
spouse.
Parent-child relationship
	My job makes it hard for me to have a good relationship with my 
child(ren).
	My working hours interfere with the amount of time I spend with my 
child(ren).
Leisure
	My job makes it difficult for me to enjoy my free time outside of 
work.
	The amount of time I spend working interferes with how much free 
time I have.
Home management
	My job makes it difficult for me to get household chores done.
	 I spend so much time working that I am unable to get done at home.
T    W  p   W  S
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Appropriate for whom    Working adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None known 
adaptations available
How developed This 20-item measure of work spillover was developed by the authors 
specifically for this study based on their knowledge of the phenomena 
and relevant literature. Each item was designed to ask about a causal 
relationship between work and home life, i.e., with work spillover as the 
cause and consequences for home life as the effect.
Psychometric properties Study Sample
Participants Demographics
Sample Size n = 130
Description Married male executives with 
children
Age Mean 43.8
Gender Male 100%
Race/Ethnicity Nearly all were white
Hours worked per week (M) 49.4
reliability
The Cronbach’s α coefficient was .93 for the overall 20-item work 
spillover measure (Small & Riley, 1990).
Aryee (1993) found the following reliabilities.
Subscale α = 
Job-spouse .70
Job-parent .81
Comments The scale was developed with a white male sample. More research would 
be needed to assess its usefulness with female samples. It would be useful to 
assess the scale’s validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/racial groups.
Bibliography (studies that Ayree, S. (1993). Dual-earner couples in Singapore: An examination  
have used the measure) of work and non-work sources of their experienced burnout. Human  
 Relations, 46(12), 1441-1469.
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Human Development & Family Studies
University of Wisconsin
1300 Linden Drive
Madison , WI 53706, USA
Tel: 608-263-5688
e-mail: sasmall@facstaff.wisc.edu
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Source/Primary reference Stephens, G. K., & Sommer, S. M. (1996). The measurement of work-   
to-family conflict. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 
56(3), 475-486.
Construct measured Extent to which work demands affect family
Brief description This scale has explicit directionality and consists of three subscales based 
on three conceptual dimensions of work-family conflict: time, strain, and 
behavior. It includes 14 items rated on a 7-point scale from 1 = strongly 
disagree to 7 = strongly agree.
1. Time-based conflict (four items) that are related to competition for the 
individual’s time
2. Strain-based conflict (four items) where stress from the work domain 
produces strain and/or difficulty managing both roles
3. Behavior-based conflict (six items) when patterns of behavior 
appropriate to each role are incompatible
Sample items ■	 My work keeps me from my family more than I would like. (time-
based)
	 I often feel the strain of attempting to balance my responsibilities at 
work and home. (strain-based)
	 I am not able to act the same way at home as at work. (behavior-
based)
Appropriate for whom    Working adults 
(i.e. which population/s)
Translations & cultural None 
adaptations available
How developed Twenty-eight items were developed from a review of the literature that 
addressed work-family conflict. They were classified according to 47 
subject matter experts. With only two exceptions, only items that achieved 
80% agreement among the experts were retained, leaving 16 items.
The next step was an exploratory factor analysis to explore the factor 
structure of the measurement items. Fourteen items were retained based 
on the fact that they loaded on only one factor.
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Psychometric properties Study SampleS
Phase I Phase II
Participants Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Sample Size n = 300 n = 145 n = 128
Description
Employees 
of a large 
rehabilitation 
hospital
Employees of a 
large state service 
and regulatory 
agency 
Employees 
of a contract 
diagnostic testing 
firm
Response rate 88-100% 91% 71%
Age (mean) 37 40 33.5
Gender FemaleMale
87% 47% 66%
13% 53% 34%
Race/Ethnicity Not reported Not reported Not reported
Married 61% 81% 64%
Have Children 75% 78% 37%
Validity
Construct Validity
Phase I: Traditional factor analysis with orthogonal rotation (varimax) 
in the first phase of the study resulted in three factors. The first one 
included 8 items that were originally constructed to measure time and 
strain dimensions. The other two dimensions included items designed to 
measure the behavioral domain of work-to-family conflict.
Phase II: Confirmatory factor analyses were performed and the three-
factor solution was concluded to provide the best fit. The factors were 
similar to the domains of the original theoretical model.
Comments ■	 The measure is unique in the way it is grounded in an explicit 
directionality of conflict between work and family roles.
	Additional research is needed to establish the reliability and validity 
of the measure in general.
	The ethnic/racial make-up of the sample was not reported. It would be 
useful to assess the scale’s validity and reliability for multiple ethnic/
racial groups.
Bibliography (studies that Stephens, G. K., & Sommer, S. M. (1995). Linking work-family   
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